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NOTE  BY  THE  EDITOR 


OF  TBI 


TENTH  AMERICAN  EDITION. 


Of  the  merits  of  Starkie  on  Evidence  it  is  entirely  unnecessary  to 
speak.  It  has  been  too  long  and  favorably  known  to  the  profession 
to  require  commendation.  The  Fourth  English  Edition  has  been 
adapted  to  the  present  state  of  the  law  iiAEngland.  It  is  true  that 
some  of  the  alterations  recently  adopted  by  statute  in  that  country 
have  not  yet  been  universally  introduced  into  this.  In  many  of  the 
states,  however,  they  have  already  been  incorporated  into  their  legisla- 
tion. The  experience  of  those  states  where  the  law  of  evidence  has 
been  simplified  by  the  repeal  of  all  arbitrary  rules  of  exclusion  speaks 
so  loudly  in  favor  of  that  reform,  that  the  example  must  spread.  The 
labors  of  former  American  Editors  have  been  carefully  retained,  and 
notes  and  references  to  the  more  recent  decisions  have  been  added  to 
bring  up  the  work  to  the  present  time. 

G.  S. 

April,  1876. 
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ADVERTISEMENT 


TO  THE  FOURTH  LONDON  EDITION. 


The  Editors,  in  preparing  for  publication  this  edition  of  the  first 
volume  of  Mr.  Stark ie's  work,  have  used  their  best  endeavors  to 
Ander  that  volume,  which  contains  the  Principles  of  the  Law  of 
Evidence,  perfect  in  itself  and  available  for  the  purposes  not  only  of 
the  Student  but  also  of  1^  Practitioner.  They  have  subdivided  it 
into  chapters,  so  as  to  render  it  more  easy  for  perusal  and  reference. 
They  have  introduced  into  it  those  heads  from  the  second  and  third 
volumes  which  relate  to  Parol  Evidence  and  Presumptions,  and  have 
relieved  it  of  much  matter  which  more  properly  belonged  to  the 
Digest  of  proofs  contained  in  those  volumes.  They  have  also  added 
a  copious  Index,  still  retaining  the  full  analysis  of  the  matter  con- 
tained in  the  Table  of  Contents,  and  have  thus,  they  trust,  rendered 
this  volume  as  complete  a  Treatise  in  itself  as  the  present  state  of  the 
Law  will  permit. 


PREFACE 


TO    THE    FIRST    EDITION 


The  investigation  of  truth,  the  art  of  ascertaining  that  which  is 
unknown  from  that  which  is  known,  has  occupied  the  attention,  and 
constituted  the  pleasure  as  well  as  the  business  of  the  reflecting  part 
of  mankind  in  every  civilized  age  and  country.  But  inquiries  of 
this  nature  are  nowhere  more  essential  to  the  great  temporal  interests 
of  society  than  where  they  are  applied  to  the  purposes  of  judicial 
investigation  in  matters  of  fact.  Their  importance  is  obviously  com- 
mensurate with  the  interests  of  justice  and  of  right ;  the  best  and 
wisest  laws  are  useless  until  the  materials  be  provided  upon  which 
they  can  safely  be  exercised ;  in  other  words,  the  administration  of 
a  law  assumes  the  truth  of  the  facts  or  predicament  to  which  it  is 
applied. 

With  those  who  regard  law  as  a  science  which  rests  on  certain  fixed 
and  equitable  foundations  and  who  view  its  decisions  not  as  arbitrary 
precedents,  but  valuable  only  as  they  illustrate  the  great  principles 
from  which  they  emanate,  this  branch  of  jurisprudence,  which  com- 
prises the  rules  and  practice  of  judicial  investigation,  must  exceed  all 
others  in  point  of  interest.  However  widely  different  codes  may  vary 
from  each  other*  in  matters  of  arbitrary  positive  institution,  and  of 
mere  artificial  creation,  the  general  means  of  investigating  the  truth 
of  contested  facts  must  be  common  to  all.  Every  rational  system 
which  provides  the  means  of  proof  must  be  founded  on  experience 
and  reason,  on  a  well-grounded  knowledge  of  human  nature  and  con- 
duct, on  a  consideration  of  the  value  of  testimony,  and  on  the  weight 
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due  to  coincident  circumstances.  Here,  therefore,  the  object  of  the 
law  is  identified  with  that  of  pure  science ;  the  common  aim  of  each 
is  the  discovery  of  truth;  and  all  the  means  within  the  reach  of 
philosophy,  all  the  connections  and  links,  physical  or  moral,  which 
experience  and  reason  can  discover,  are  thus  rendered  subservient  to 
the  purposes  of  justice.  In  different  systems  of  law,  the  great  prin- 
ciples on  which  the  rules  of  evidence  depend  may  be  and  are  variously 
modified ;  but  every  departure  from  those  principles,  wheresoever  it 
occurs,  must  constitute  a  corresponding  and  commensurate  imperfec- 
tion. 

Notwithstanding,  however,  the  universality  of  the  great  principles 
of  the  science,  it  is  essential  in  practice  to  guard  and  limit  the  recep- 
tion of  evidence  by  certain  definite  and  positive  rules.  Nature  has 
no  limits;  but  every  system  of  positive  law  must,  on  grounds  of 
policy,  prescribe  artificial  boundaries,  even  in  its  application  to  a 
subject  which  from  its  independent  nature  least  of  all  admits  of  such 
restraint.  These,  however,  are  necessarily  for  the  most  part  of  a 
negative  description,  the  effect  of  which  is  to.  exclude  evidence  in 
particular  cases,  and  under  special  circumstances,  on  general  grounds 
of  utility  and  convenience;  yet  even  here  so  difficult  is  it  to  prescribe 
limits  on  such  a  subject,  without  the  hazard  of  committing  injustice, 
that  rules,  the  general  policy  of  which  is  obvious,  are  by  no  means 
favored.  Thus,  although  according  to  the  law  of  England,  he  who 
is  interested  is  also  incompetent  to  be  a  witness,  yet  the  courts  are 
ever  anxious  to  apply  the  objection,  as  natural  reason  would  apply  it, 
to  the  credibility  rather  than  to  the  competency  of  a  party ;  to  re- 
ceive and  to  weigh  his  testimony,  rather  than  wholly  and  peremptorily 
to  exclude  it.  It  is  true,  that  in  many  instances  the  law  may  by  rules 
of  a  positive  nature  annex  a  technical  and  arbitrary  effect  to  particu- 
lar  evidence,  which  does  not  actually  appertain  to  it.  Thus,  by  our 
law,  judgment  is  frequently  absolute  and  conclusive  evidence  of  the 
facts  which  have  been  already  contested;  but  one  general  observation 
is  applicable  to  this  and  to  most  instances  of  a  similar  nature  includ- 
ing the  numerous  cases  of  legal  presumption,  that  they  are  not  used 
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as  the  means  or  instruments  of  truth,  but  are  in  virtue  and  effect 
nothing  more  than  mere  technical  and  positive  rules,  which  are  wholly 
independent  of  the  principles  of  evidence,  and  whose  only  foundation 
is  their  general  utility  and  convenience. 

To  go  farther,  and  by  any  positive  and  arbitrary  rules  to  annex  to 
particular  evidence  any  technical  and  artificial  force  which  it  does  not 
naturally  possess,  or  to  abridge  and  limit  its  proper  and  natural  effi- 
cacy, must  in  all  cases,  where  the  object  is  simply  the  attainment  of 
truth,  not  only  be  inconsistent  and  absurd  in  a  scientific  view,  but 
what  is  worse,  would  frequently  be  productive  of  absolute  injustice. 
To  admit  every  light  which  reason  and  experience  can  supply  for  the 
discovery  of  truth,  and  to  reject  that  only  which  serves  not  to  guide 
but  to  bewilder  and  mislead,  are  the  great  principles  which  ought  to 
pervade  every  system  of  evidence.  It  may  safely  be  laid  down  as  an 
universal  position,  that  the  less  the  process  of  inquiry  is  fettered  by 
rules  and  restraints,  founded  on  extraneous  and  collateral  considera- 
tons  of  policy  and  convenience,  the  more  certain  and  efficacious  will 

it  be  in  its  operation. 

To  pursue  such  general  observations  further  in  this  place  would 

interfere  too  much  with  the  arrangement  of  the  present  work,  the 

objects  of  which  are  now  to  be  announced. 

It  is  proposed  in  the  following  Treatise  to  consider  the  practice  of 
the  law  in  England  on  the  subject  of  judicial  proofs.  With  this  view, 
the  elementary  principles,  by  which  the  admissibility  of  evidence  to 
prove  matters  of  fact  before  a  jury  is  governed,  will  first  be  con- 
sidered. A  second  division  will  contain  an  enumeration  of  the  dif- 
ferent instruments  of  evidence.  In  a  third,  the  application  of  these 
principles  and  instruments  to  the  purposes  of  proof  will  be  considered, 
as  also  the  distinction  between  law  and  fact,  and  the  force  and  effect 
of  direct  and  circumstantial  evidence;  and,  lastly,  the  evidence  essen- 
tial to  the  proof  of  particular  issues  will  be  detailed,  and  references 
made  to  the  leading  decisions  connected  with  the  particular  subject  of 
proof. 
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Nothing  can  be  more  agreeable  than  to  compare  the  Law  of-  Evi- 
dence as  it  now  exists,  with  the  rude  practice  which  formerly  pre- 
vailed, when  its  principles  were  so  dubious  and  unsettled,  that  the 
very  means  devised  for  the  discovery  of  truth  and  advancement  of 
justice  were  not  unfrequently  perverted  to  the  purposes  of  injustice, 
and  made  the  instruments  of  the  most  grievous  and  cruel  oppression. 
Whoever  institutes  that  comparison  will  find  great  reason  to  approve 
of  the  changes  which  have  taken  place ;  but  no  mistake  can  be  more 
injurious  to  the  law,  as  a  system,  or  oppose  a  greater  obstacle  to  all 
future  improvement,  than  to  suppose  that  the  Law  of  Evidence  has 
attained  to  its  highest  perfection.  It  is,  however,  far  from  the 
Author's  present  purpose  to  enter  into  any  discussion  on  the  subject 
of  the  imperfections  and  anomalies  which  yet  encumber  this  branch 
of  the  law.  To  the  learned  judges  of  modern  times  the  highest 
praise  is  due  for  the  strenuous  exertions  which  they  have  made  to 
reduce  the  Law  of  Evidence  to  a  system,  founded  on  just  and  liberal 
principles ;  and  it  is  to  be  hoped  not  only  that  those  imperfections 
which  still  subsist,  which  have  been  spared  from  their  antiquity,  and 
exist  as  a  kind  of  prescriptive  evils,  will  in  time  be  removed  by  legis- 
lative, if  they  be  beyond  the  reach  and  scope  of  judicial  authority ; 
but  that  such  other  improvements  will  be  made  as  reason  exercised 
on  mature  experience  shall  warrant. 
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LAW  OF  EVIDENCE. 


INTRODUCTION. 

Every  system  of  municipal  law  consists  of  provisions,  which  either 
define  primary  rights^  and  duties;  or  provide  means  for  preventing 
or  remedying  the  violation  of  them. 

If  all  were  both  able  and  willing  to  falfil  the  former  provisions  of 
the  law,  the  latter  would  be  unnecessary.  But  without  provisions 
for  preventing  and  remedying  violations  of  the  mandatory  branches 
of  the  law,  by  imposing  actual  restraint  in  some  instances,  and  an- 
nexing penal  or  remedial  consequences  to  disobedience,  in  others, 
such  laws  would  be  of  no  greater,  frequently  *of  less  effect,  p^n-i 
than  mere  moral  precepts.  It  is  of  the  very  essence  of  a  mu- 
nicipal law,  not  only  to  prescribe  a  rule  of  conduct,  but  to  compel 
obedience,  either  by  actual  restraint,  or  by  annexing  such  conse- 
quences to  disobedience  as  are  on  the  whole  the  most  convenient,  so 
that  any  addition  or  excess  would  be  productive  of  more  evil  than 
good. 

Such  provisions  are  either  preventive  or  remedial. 

*  Right,  in  its  primitive  legal  sense,  is  that  which  the  law  directs :  in  popular 
acceptation,  that  which  is  so  directed  for  the  protection  or  advantage  of  an  indi- 
vidaal,  is  said  to  be  his  right. 

When  it  is  said  that  A,  has  a  right  to  an  estate  or  to  damages,  it  is  meant,  that 
onder  the  circumstances  the  law  directs  that  he  shall  have  the  estate  or  shall  have 
damages.  When  it  is  said  that  B,  has  a  right  of  action,  it  is  meant,  that  the  law 
onder  the  circnmstances  provides  means  for  enforcing  his  clum. 

When  the  learned  author  of  the  Commentaries,  in  the  language  of  the  civil  law, 
speaks  of  the  rights  of  things,  he  uses  the  term  in  its  primitive  sense,  and  treats 
of  those  legal  incidents  which  the  law  prescribes  as  to  things,  such  as  possession, 
enjoyment,  succession,  or  transfer. 
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Preventive^  which  are  devised  for  the  actual  prevention  of  violations 
of  the  law ; 

Remedial^  which  are  devised  for  the  purpose  of  repairing  the  con- 
sequences of  disobedience. 

Preventive  provisions,  again,  are  either  such  as  are  designed  to 
prevent  violations  of  the  law  by  interposing  actual,  forcible,  corpo- 
real restraint ;  as  where  one  is  prevented  by  force  from  doing  some 
special  injury  to  the  person  or  the  property  of  another,  or  is  re- 
strained from  doing  mischief  generally  by  imprisonment ;  or  they  are 
such  as  operate  on  the  mind  by  the  fear  o( penal  consequences  annexed 
to  defined  transgressions. 

Remedial,  which  afford  a  remedy  or  reparation  in  respect  of 
some  violation  of  right,  consist  either  in  awarding  specific  restitu- 
tion, as  by  an  actual  restoration  of  goods  wrongfully  detained  from 
the  owner;  or  in  giving  damages  co-extensive  with  the  particular 
injury. 

In  order  to  annex  either  remedial  or  penal  consequences  to  their 
proper  predicaments  in  fact,  it  is  essential  that  the  true  state  of  facts 
should  be  investigated  by  competent  means;  that  the  legal  conse- 
quences appertaining  to  such  ascertained  facts,  as  previously  defined 
by  the  law,  should  be  declared  hy  judicial  authority ;  and,  lastly,  that 
the  legal  consequences,  if  not  already  annexed,  should  be  actually 
annexed  by  an  executive  process. 

To  the  investigative  process,  again,  it  is  essential  that  the  parties 
should  mutually  state  what  each  deems  to  be  essential  to  his  claim 
|-^Q-|  or  charge,  or  defence,  and  that  each  '''should  be  allowed  to 
dispute  or  deny  the  statement  of  his  adversary.  By  this 
means,  if  any  facts  be  disputed,  they  are  distinguished  from  the  ad- 
mitted facts,  in  order  to  be  submitted  to  inquiry  before  the  proper 
tribunal. 

These  mutual  statements  are,  in  the  law  of  England,  styled  the 
pleadings. 

By  that  law,  it  is  in  the  first  place  incumbent  on  the  party  who 
makes  a  claim  or  charge,  to  state  facts  which,  if  true,  show  that  the 
charge  or  claim  is  founded  in  law :  the  defendant  is  then  required 
either  by  a  demurrer  to  admit  the  facts  and  deny  the  legal  conse- 
quence contended  for  by  the  plaintifi"  or  prosecutor,  or  to  deny  the 
facts  so  alleged,  wholly  or  in  part,  or,  admitting  the  fact  so  alleged 
to  be  true,  to  state  others,  which,  taken  in  connection  with  the 
facts  already  stated,  show  that  the  claim  or  charge  is  unfounded  in 
law. 
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Again,  where  such  additional  facts  are  pleaded  in  defence,  it  is 
for  the  prosecutor  or  plaintiff,  in  his  turn,  either  to  deny  some 
material  fact  so  pleaded  in  defence,  or,  admitting  those  facts  to  be 
true,  either  to  demur,  so  as  to  raise  a  mere  question  of  law,  or  to 
allege  additional  facts ;  and  in  like  manner,  so  long  as  further  facts 
are  pleaded  by  the  one  party,  the  other  may  either  deny  one  or  more 
of  such  facts,  or  demur,  or  allege  other  facts.  It  is  obvious  that  such 
a  series  of  mutual  allegations,  where  the  condition  is  that  each  which 
does  not  terminate  the  series  must  contain  the  averment  of  some  new 
and  material  fact,  must  rapidly  converge  to  an  issue  either  of  law  or 
fact.** 

^  The  law,  however,  frequently  sanctions  a  generality  in  pleading,  which  leaves 
the  fact  which  is  to  be  tried  intermixed  with  most  important  legal  considerations. 
For  instance,  the  declaration  in  an  action  of  trover  alleges  in  substance  nothing 
more  than  the  conversion  by  the  defendant  of  the  plaintiff's  goods ;  the  defendant 
by  his  plea  may  deny  that  they  were  his  goods ;  and  this  issue  frequently  involves 
not  merely  one  or  more  simple  facts,  but  di£Bcult  legal  considerations,  such  as 
questions  of  title,  the  law  of  bankruptcy,  the  right  of  stoppage  in  transitu^  and 
many  others.  It  is  obvious  that  such  an  intermixture  of  law  and  fact  could  not 
be  avoided  without  the  aid  of  minute  and  particular  pleadings,  in  the  course  of 
which  the  real  merits  and  justice  of  the  cose  would  frequently  be  embarrassed 
with  difficulties,  arising  from  a  necessary  adherence  to  technical  rules. 

It  IB  interesting  to  observe  how  nearly  the  law  of  England  corresponds  with  the 
ancient  Roman  law  in  several  most  important  points  of  its  practical  administra- 
tion. In  the  first  place,  the  pleadings  in  the  practice  of  the  Roman  law  were 
transacted  before  the  prsetor,  as  they  are  with  us  in  the  courts  above,  or,  as  it  is 
technically  called,  in  Banc.  The  plaintiff,  when  he  had  brought  his  adversary 
into  court,  and  had  not  agreed  with  him  upon  an  Imparlance,  then  formally 
(edd>ai  (tetionem)  declared  against  him :  '^  Quod  si  nee  vindices  dati,  nee  de  lite 
in  via  transactnm  in  jus  veniri  solebat,  ubi  actor,  impetrata  loquendi  potestate, 
reo  edebat  actionem,  id  est,  indicabat  qua  demum  actione  adversus  reum  experiri 
vellet.  Quum  enim  de  uno  eodemque  facto  plures  saepe  actiones  competerent, 
eligenda  erat  una,  eaqne  edenda  reo.'* — Hein.  A.  R.  v.  2,  226. 

It  must  be  allowed  that,  however  our  modern  system  of  pleading  may  excel  that 
of  the  Romans  in  other  respects,  the  latter  were  at  least  entitled  to  the  merit  of 
concisei^ess ;  take,  for  instance,  a  declaration  in  assumpsit  upon  a  special  agree- 
ment. A  Roman  declaration  in  such  a  case  ran  thus :  ^'  Aio  te  mini  triticum  de 
quo  inter  nos  convenit  ob  polita  vestimenta  tua  dare  oportere."  It  is  amusing  to 
contrast  the  laconic  brevity  of  this  form  with  a  modern  declaration  upon  such  a 
transaction,  expanded  upon  the  record. 

After  the  declaration  followed  the  defendant's  plea  (excepiio),  and  upon  that 
the  plaintiff's  replication^  the  defendant's  rejoinder  (duplicatio),  &c.,  until  the 
matter  in  difference  was  reduced  to  a  single  question  of  law  or  fact.  If  the  whole 
resolved  itself  into  a  question  of  law,  then,  as  upon  demurrer y  it  was  decided  by 
the  prsBtor ;  but  if  the  question  ultimately  depended  upon  a  disputed  fact,  then 
eame  the  joining  of  issue,  the  "  eoniestatio  litis,^^  by  which  the  litigants  put  them- 
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r*41  *^y  *^®  ^*^  ^^  England,  questions  or  issues  of  fact  thus 
agreed  upon  are  usually  tried  by  the  country,  that  is,  by  a 
♦jury  of  twelve  men,  a  part  of  the  great  body  of  the  com- 
munity.® 


[*5] 


selves  to  the  proof  of  the  fact  by  witnesses :  ^*  Festus  ait,  turn  demum  litigantes 
contestari  litem  dici,  cum  ordinato  judicio  utraquepars  diceret,  '  Testes  estote.'  '* 
— Hein.  A.  R.  y.  2,  256.  The  issue  was  then  sent  to  be  tried  by  Judicesj  who  in 
many  respects  bore  a  close  resemblance  to  an  English  jury.  "  Si  enim  de  jure 
disceptabatur,  ipse  praetor  qui  dicebat  extra  ordinem  si  de-  facto  judex  dabatur, 
unde  formula  si  paret  condemna.'*  Conf.  Seneca  de  Benef.  III.  7.  The  judices 
were,  like  our  jurors,  private  persons,  selected  for  the  trial  of  matters  of  fact  upon 
the  particular  occasion.  Their  decision,  however,  was  final  *,  and  instead  of  re- 
turning their  verdict  to  the  Court  above,  in  order  that  final  judgment  might  be 
pronounced,  the  jury  themselves  pronounced  the  sentence,  according  to  the  di- 
rection in  the  Formula,  "«t  paret  condemnay 

The  principal  and  characteristic  circumstances  in  which  the  trial  by  a  Roman 
difi*ered  from  that  of  a  modern  jury,  consisted  in  this,  that  in  the  former  case, 
neither  the  praetor,  nor  any  other  officer  distinct  from  the  jury,  presided  over  the 
trial,  to  determine  as  to  the  competency  of  witnesses,  the  admissibility  of  evi- 
dence, and  to  expound  the  law  as  connecting  the  facts  with  the  allegations  to  be 
proved  on  the  record ;  but  in  order  to  remedy  the  deficiency,  they  resorted  to 
this  expedient ;  the  jury  generally  consisted  of  one  or  more  lawyers,  and  thus 
they  derived  the  knowledge  of  law  from  their  own  members  which  was  necessary 
to  enable  them  to  reject  inadmissible  evidence,  and  to  give  a  correct  verdict  as 
compounded  both  of  law  and  fact.  ''  Denique  ut  tan  to  minus  esset  periculi  ne 
imperite  judicarent  solebant  aliquando  lis  unus  aut  plures  judicii  socii  jurisperiii 
adjungi,  quorum  consilio  omnia  agerenf  Gell.  Noct.  Att.  XII.,  13  Conf.  Sigon. 
Hein.  A.  R.  lib.  4,  tit.  5,  s.  3.  Upon  the  trial,  the  plaintiff*  proved  his  declaration 
or  replication,  or  the  defendant  his  plea  or  rejoinder  (duplicatio),  accordingly 
as  the  pleadings  threw  the  burthen  of  proving  the  affirmative  on  the  one  or  the 
other.  "  Ubi  ad  judicium  ventum,  actor  suam  actionem  et  replicationem,  reus 
exceptionem  et  duplicationem  probabat.  Nam  et  reus  excipiendo  actor  fiebat" 
— L.  1,  D.  de  Excep.  Hein.  A.  R.  v.  2,  291. 

"  Notwithstanding  the  diff*erence  of  opinion  which  has  prevailed  among  legal 
antiquaries  as  to  the  origin  of  the  English  jury,  there  seems  to  be  great  reason  for 
supposing  that  it  is  derived  from  ihepatriay  or  body  of  suitors  who  decided  causes 
in  the  county  courts  of  our  Saxon  ancestors.  That  the  trial  ^^^uraftim  patrice 
of  Glanville  was  derived  from  the  trial  per  patriam,  as  used  both  before  and 
after  the  Conquest,  is  rendered  highly  probable,  not  only  by  the  very  deiscription 
of  the  trial  per  pairiam,  yet  retained,  but  even  still  more  strongly  by  the  powers, 
qualifications  and  duties  incident  to  the  jurata  patrioB  of  Hen.  II.  and  Hen.  III. 
This  hypothesis  seems  to  explain  many  singular  incidents  to  the  early  trial  per 
juraiam  patricej  incidents  which  it  would  be  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  account 
for  in  any  other  manner.  The  jurata  patria,  like  the  patria^  decided  on  their 
own  knowledge:  for  this  purpose  they  were  selected  from  the  vicinage;  those  (in 
the  case  of  ay  assize)  who  had  no  knowledge  of  the  facts  were  excluded  to  make 
room  for  such  others  as  were  supposed  to  know  them  *,  and  although  the  concur- 
rence of  twelve  was  essential  to  the  verdict,  yet  as  eleven  might  have  been  of  a 
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♦This  justly   celebrated  institution    is   not  more   strongly 
recommended    by    its    intrinsic    excellence    as    a    mode    of  *-     J 
♦attaining  to  the   truth,  than  by   considerations  of  extrinsic 
policy.  ^     "^ 

contrary  opinion,  a  majority  in  effect  decided :  and  in  the  case  of  a  disputed 
deed,  the  witnesses  were  included  among  the  jury,  and  their  duty  was,  as  it  is 
still,  in  the  language  of  our  records,  Dicere  veritatem.  Such  incidents  afford 
obvioaa  reasons  for  supposing  that  juries  were  but  selections  from  the  patria  or 
general  assembly,  who  must  have  acted  in  the  double  capacity  of  witnesses  and 
jurors. 

Although  this  jurata  pairicB  differed  from  its  original,  the  patria,  both  in  re- 
spect of  number  and  of  the  obligation  of  an  oath,  these  were  transitions  which 
might  not  only  easily  be  made,  but  which  were  likely  to  be  made,  and  which  we 
know  actually  were  made,  in  the  most  ancient,  perhaps,  of  all  our  courts,  that  is, 
the  county  court ;  where  though,  among  the  Saxons,  and  even  after  the  Conquest, 
the  verdict  was  given  by  the  whole  eomitatuSj  and  is  still  supposed  to  be  the  verdict 
of  the  suitors,  yet  it  is  in  fact  given  by  twelve  jurors  on  oath.  In  the  reign  of  Hen. 
II.,  Glanville  speaks  of  the  ixxsX  per  juratum  patricR  as  a  known  and  established 
institution.  Whether  the  practice  of  occasionally  delegating  the  duty  of  decision 
to  a  select  portion  of  the  body  of  suitors,  and  that  sworn  was  coeval  with  the 
popular  tribunal  itself,  or  subsequently  introduced  for  the  trial  of  civil  rights,  as 
we  know  it  to  have  been  for  the  purpose  of  criminal  presentments  may  be  doubt- 
ful. It  is  probable,  however,  that  the  complete  and  final  establishment  of  the  jury 
system  is  attributable  to  many  concurrent  causes.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  clear  that 
an  appeal  from  the  patria  to  a  select  number  was  a  practice  of  great  antiquity ;  of 
this  practice  there  is  a  very  curious  memorial  in  the  Monumenta  Danica,  lib.  1, 
p.  72 :  *'  £rat  universa  ditio  in  certas  parsBcias  sive  curias  divisa,  hsB  statis  tem- 
poribus  locisque  per  se  quaeque  seorsim  suis  cum  armis,  patent^  sub  Dio  in  cam- 
pis  conveniebant,  aderantque  ejusdem  loci,  viri  nobiles  qui  velut  testes  judicia 
assiderent.  Ibi  in  medium  prodibant  qui  contra  alios  litem  se  habere  existima- 
bant,  auditisque  et  cognitis  partis  utriusque  actionibus  defensionibusque,  conven- 
tus  universus  in  concilium  ibat,  idque  temporis  spatium  quod  interim  deliberando 
terrebatur,  curam  vocabant.  Expensis  diligenter  et  velitatis  in  partem  utramque 
controversiis,  in  concessum  redibant,  vocatisque  litigatoribus,  de  jure  pronuncia- 
bant.  Si  quis  stare  judicio  non  vellet,  ad  duodecim  constitutos  sive  judices  sive 
arbUros  et  ab  his  ad  universsd  conditionis  conventum  provocare  ei  licebat/'  The 
expression,  '^  sive  judices  sive  arbitros,"  is  singularly  coincident  with  the  doctrine 
in  Bracton,  f.  193,  that  the  jurata  was  not  liable  to  a  conviction,  as  the  assize 
was,  for  a  false  verdict,  because  the  parties  had  made  the  jurata  *'  quasi  judicem 
ex  consensu.'''' 

In  the  next  place,  there  are  evident  traces  of  this  practice  in  our  own  country : 
in  illustration  of  which,  the  celebrated  trial  in  the  county  court  before  Odo,  bishop 
of  Bueux,  in  the  time  of  William  the  Conqueror,  may  be  cited,  where  the  verdict 
by  the  patria  was  required  to  be  confirmed  by  the  oaths  of  twelve  selected  for 
the  purpose  from  the  body  of  suitors.  There  are  in  fact  many  other  vestiges  of 
the  (at  least)  occasional  practice  of  delegating  the  task  of  decision  to  a  select 
part;  twelve  and  its  multiples  appears  to  have  been  a  favorite  number  for  this 
purpose,  not  only«among  the  Saxons,  but  other  nations  of  antiquity. 
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*  Secret   and   complicated   transactions,  such  as  are  usuallj 

L     -'   the  subject  of  legal  investigation,   are   too   various   in   their 

♦circumstances  to  admit   of  decision   by  any  systematic  and 

L  '  J   formal  rules ;  the  only  sure  guide  to  truth,  whether  the  object 

Again,  that  the  modern  jury  are  the  same  with  the  jurata  pairicd  of  Glanyille 
and  Bracton,  their  name,  number,  and  general  duty,  which  to  this  day  is  dicere 
veritateniy  8u£Bcient1y  prove,  although  it  is  clear  that  a  very  great  change  has 
taken  place  as  to  the  manner  of  exercising  their  important  functions.  Even  so 
lately  as  the  reign  of  Hen.  III.,  they  exercised  a  kind  of  a  mixed  duty,  partly  as 
witnesses,  partly  as  judges  of  the  effect  of  testimony -,  in  the  case  of  a  disputed 
deed,  the  witnesses  were  enrolled  amongst  the  jury,  and  the  trial  wsls per  patriam 
etper  testes;  and  to  so  great  an  extent  was  their  character  then  of  a  testimonial 
nature,  that  it  was  doubted  whether  they  were  capable  of  deciding  in  the  case  of 
acrimo  secretly  committed,  and  where  ihepatria  could  have  no  actual  knowledge 
of  the  fact.  (Bracton,  f.  173.)  It  was,  however,  at  this  period  that  the  capacity 
of  juries  to  exercise  a  far  wider  and  more  important  function,  in  judging  of  the 
weight  of  testimony  and  circumstantial  evidence,  began  to  be  appreciated,  for 
about  this  time  the  trial  by  ordeal  fell  into  disuse  *,  and  when  this  superstitious 
invention,  the  ancient  refuge  of  ignorance,  had  been  rejected  as  repugnant  to  the 
more  enlightened  notions  of  the  age,  it  happily  became  a  matter  of  necessity  to 
substitute  a  rational  mode  of  inquiry  by  the  aid  of  reason  and  experience,  for 
such  inefficacious  and  unrighteous  practices.  From  this  sera  probably  may  be 
dated  the  commencement  of  the  important  changes  in  the  functions  of  the  jury, 
which  afterwards,  though  perhaps  slowly,  took  place,  until  they  were  modelled 
into  the  present  form. 

The  learned  author  of  the  Commentaries  is  inclined  to  derive  the  modem  jury 
immediately  from  the  Saxons,  referring  to  the  law  of  Ethelred,  which  provides 
that  twelve  men,  cetate  svperioresj  shall,  with  the  prceposittis,  swear  that  they 
will  condemn  no  innocent,' absolve  no  guilty  person.  It  is  clear,  however,  that 
this  constitution  of  thirteen  men  was  merely  in  the  nature  ofajurata  detatoria^ 
or  jury  of  accusation,  not  of  trial,  for  the  effect  of  a  charge  by  the  thirteen  was 
merely  to  consign  the  accused  to  the  triplex  ordalium, — Others  have  asserted, 
that  the  origin  of  the  present  jury  was  the  asRize  established  in  the  reign  of 
Henry  II.  It  appears,  however,  very  clearly  from  Glanville*s  Treatise,  that  the 
jury  of  twelve  was  of  more  ancient  origin  ;  for  it  is  repeatedly  spoken  of  in  that 
work  as  a  known  and  existing  institution,  and  as  the  ordinary  means  of  inquiry 
in  the  case  of  purprestures,  nuisances,  and  trespasses  which  did  not  amount  to 
disseisins.  These  were  then  tried  per  juraiam  pairice  sive  vicineii  coram  justi- 
ciariis.    Glan.  1.  9,  c.  11. 

M.  Meyer,  in  his  truly  valuable  and  interesting  work  (Institutions  Judieiares), 
is  disposed  to  fix  the  origin  of  our  juries  at  so  late  a  date  as  that  of  Henry  III. 
Inst.  Jud.  vol.  2,  p.  165.  But  it  is  remarkable,  that  one  reason  which  he  strongly 
urges  in  support  of  this  opinion,  is  the  total  silence  of  Glanvilleon  this  subject  : 
"  Dans  cetouvrage  il  ne  se  rencontre  ni  le  nom  de  jury  ni  la  chose  m§me,  quoiqu^l 
soit  sou  vent  question  de  Tassise,''  &c.  Inst.  Jud.  vol.  ii.  p.  169.  Glanville  himself 
affords  the  most  decisive  refutation  of  this  argument.  See  1.  9,  c.  1 1 ;  1.  14,  c.  3 ; 
see  also  1.  2,  c.  6 ;  1.  5,  c.  4 ;  1.  7,  c.  16  ;  and,  consequently,  the  hypothesis  of  an 
origin  later  than  the  time  when  Granville  wrote,  necessarily  falls  to  the  ground. 
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be  to  explore  the  mysteries  of  nature,  or  unravel  the  hidden  trans* 
actions  of  mankind,  is  reason  aided  by  experience. 

It  is  obyious,  that  the  experience  which  would  best  enable  those 
whose  duty  it  is  to  decide  on  matters  of  fact,  arising  out  of  the  con- 
cerns and  dealings  of  society,  to  discharge  that  duty,  must  be  that 
which  results,  and  which  can  only  result,  from  an  intimate  inter- 
course with  society,  and  an  actual  knowledge  of  the  habits  and  deal- 
ings of  mankind :  and  that  the  reasoning  faculties  best  adapted  to 
apply  such  knowledge  and  experience  to  the  best  advantage  in  the 
investigation  of  a  doubtful  state  of  facts,  are  the  natural  powers  of 
strong  and  vigorous  minds,  unencumbered  and  unfettered  by  the 
technical  and  artificial  rules  by  which  permanent  tribunals  would  be 
apt  to  regulate  their  decisions. 

Nor  is  the  trial  by  jury  less  recommended  by  considerations  of  ex- 
trinsic policy.  It  constitutes  the  strongest  security  to  the  liberties 
of  the  people  that  human  sagacity  can  devise ;  for  in  effect,  it  con- 
fides the  keeping  and  guardianship  of  their  liberties  to  those  whose 
interest  it  is  to  preserve  them  inviolate ;  and  any  temptation  to  mis- 
-apply  so  great  an  authority  for  unworthy  purposes,  which  might 
sway  a  permanent  tribunal,*  can  have  no  influence  *when 
entrusted  to  the  mass  of  the  people  to  be  exercised,  by  par-  ^  -^ 
ticular  individuals  but  occasionally. 

'  The  trial  by  jury,  though  undoubtedly  known  and  used  in  the  king^s  courts  in 
the  reign  of  Henry  II.,  had  become  much  more  frequent  in  the  reign  of  Henry 
HI.,  an  8Bra  from  which  its  gradual  change  to  its  present  form  may  be  dated.  It 
b  not  improbable,  as  far  as  regards  the  county  court,  that  when  its  powers  had 
been  greatly  abridged,  the  substitution  of  twelve  jurors  for  the  whole  comitatus 
was  adopted  as  a  change  of  great  convenience  to  the  suitors  of  the  court,  as  well 
as  the  litigant  parties :  the  former  would  be  more  rarely  called  on  to  perform  a 
burthensome  duty,  the  latter  would  have  their  causes  more  patiently  tried. 

If  it  was  ever  the  practice,  either  previous  or  subsequent  to  the  Conquest,  that 
the  verdict  by  the  patria  or  comitatus  should  be  subject  to  an  appeal  to  or  con- 
firmation by  twelve  of  the  pares  on  an  oath,  and  of  this  as  has  been  seen,  some 
traces  are  to  be  found,  the  transition  to  the  select  part  would  be  perfectly  easy  •, 
it  would  in  effect  be  nothing  more  than  the  mere  omission  of  a  step  in  the  process 
which  had  become  useless  and  burthensome ;  experience  having  shown  that  jus- 
tice was  better  done  by  a  limited  number,  acting  under  the  obligation  of  an  oath, 
than  by  the  precarious  determination  of  a  large  and  indefinite  body,  few  of  whom 
would  possess  any  knowledge  of  the  facts. 

*  The  power  of  deciding  on  matters  of  fact  is  much  more  capable  of  abuse,  and 
liable  to  corrupt  partiality,  without  appearing  to  be  manifestly  unjust,  than  the 
power  of  deciding  on  matters  of  law  is.  A  judgment  in  law  on  ascertained  facts 
mast  be  justified  by  comparison  with  precedents  ;  and  it  attracts  public  notice, 
because  in  its  turn  it  becomes  a  precedent  for  future  decisions.    It  is  therefore 
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In  addition  to  this,  no  institution  could  be  better  devised  for  secur- 
ng,  on  the  part  of  the  people,  a  lively  attachment  to  the  constitution 
and  laws,  in  the  practical  administration  of  which  they  act  so  impor- 
tant a  part  in  diffusing  a  knowledge  of  the  laws  themselves,  and 
producing  ready  obedience  to  a  system  which  they  know  to  be  justly 
and  impartially  administered. 

For  the  finding  of  a  verdict  on  every  issue,  it  is  essential,  in  the 
first  place,  to  know  what  facts,  when  proved,  will  satisfy  the  issue  in 
point  of  law ;  and,  Becondly^  to  inquire  whether  such  facts  have  been 
proved.  The  office  of  the  jury  is  confined  altogether  to  the  latter 
question ;  their  duty  is  to  ascertain  the  existence  of  facts  by  means 
of  the  judgment  which  they  form  of  the  credibility  of  witnesses,  and 
by  the  inferences  which  they  make  from  the  circumstances  submitted 
to  their  consideration.  For  the  due  discharge  of  this  important 
function,  they  are  supposed  to  be  peculiarly  well  qualified  by  their 
experience  of  the  conduct,  affairs,  and  dealings  of  mankind,  and  the 
manners  and  customs  of  society.  In  this  respect,  and  to  this  extent, 
the  law  confides  implicitly  in  their  knowledge,  experience,  and  discre- 
tion. It  interferes  no  further  than  by  laying  down  cautionary  rules 
to  prevent  the  jury  from  being  deceived  or  misled.  Having  done 
this,  the  rest  is  left  to  the  conscience  and  discretion  of  the  jury. 
And  the  Courts  *will  only  interfere  with  their  decision  where 
*•  J  the  verdict  has  been  perverse  or  clearly  contrary  to  the  evi- 
dence. 

It  is  with  a  view  to  those  objects  that  the  rules  of  evidence  are 
almost  exclusively  framed.  But  in  the  next  place,  a  knowledge 
whether  particular  facts,  if  established  to  the  conviction  of  the  jury, 
will  satisfy  the  issue,  or  the  allegations  to  be  proved,  is  also  essential 
to  a  verdict ;  and  this  is  usually  a  question  of  law,  and  therefore 
within  the  province  of  the  Judge.  In  such  cases,  therefore,  it  is  for 
the  Court  to  instruct  the  jury  in  point  of  law,  to  inform  them  what 
facts  are  essential  to  the  proof  of  the  issue,  and  that  they  ought  to 
give  their  verdict  in  the  affirmative  or  negative,  according  to  the 
opinion  of  the  jury  that  the  particular  facts  are  proved  or  disproved. 

The  jury,  in  finding  a  general  verdict,  are  bound  to  find  it  accord- 
ing to  the  just  application  of  the  law  as  they  receive  it  from  the 

the  subject  of  public  attention,  and  any  material  departure  from  ordinary  princi- 
ples would  necessarily  be  remarked ;  but  the  testimony  and  evidence  offered  in 
proof  of  facts  in  particular  instances,  are  capable  of  such  infinite  complexity  and 
variety,  that  they  admit  of  no  certain  standard  for  judging,  and  consequently  a 
corrupt  or  erroneous  decision  is  the  less  easy  to  be  detected. 
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Court,  and  their  own  judgment  whethejr  the  facts  are  proved  or  not ; 
and  every  such  verdict  is  presumed  to  be  founded  upon  the  law  so 
expounded,  and  the  facts  so  found. 

If  the  jury,  in  a  civil  proceeding,  misapply  the  law,  the  party 
injured  may  obtain  redress  by  moving  for  a  new  trial.  But  the  jury 
are  not  in  any  case,  whether  civil  or  criminal,  bound  to  apply  the 
law ;  they  are  always  at  liberty  to  find  a  special  verdict,  that  is,  to 
state  specially  what  facts  they  find  to  be  proved ;  and  the  remainder 
of  that  process  which  is  essential  to  the  verdict,  that  is,  the  applica- 
tion of  the  law  to  the  facts  so  found,  is  left  to  be  executed  by  the 
Court.  In  finding  a  special  verdict,  the  jury  discharge  the  whole  of 
their  office,  for  a  special  verdict  does  not  contain  merely  a  detail  of 
the  evidence  given  by  the  witnesses,  but  is  conclusive  as  to  the 
existence  of  all  the  ultimate  specific  facts  of  the  case,  which  are 
essential  to  its  determination,  founded  upon  an  examination  of  the 
credit  due  to  the  witnesses,  and  upon  presumptions  and  inferences 
derived  from  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case  as  detailed  in  evidence. 

*That  which  is  legally  offered  by  the  litigant  parties  to   r^nio-i 
induce  a  jury  to  decide  for  or  against  the  party  alleging  such 
facts,  as  contradistinguished  from  all  comment  and  argument  on  the 
subject,  fall  within  the  description  of  evidence. 

Where  such  evidence  is  sufficient  to  produce  a  conviction  of  the 
truth  of  the  fact  to  be  established,  it  amounts  to  proof. 

The  origin,  nature  and  quality  of  such  evidence,  the  principles  and 
rules  which  regulate  its  admissibility  and  effect,  and  its  application  to 
the  purposes  of  proof,  form  the  subject  of  the  present  Treatise. 

The  brief  outline  which  has  been  given  to  show  the  relation  which 
this  branch  of  the  law  bears  to  the  whole  system,  is  sufficient  to 
manifest  its  great  importance. 

There  is,  perhaps,  no  greater  blessing  incident  to  a  highly  im- 
proved state  of  civilization,  than  the  substitution  of  a  rational  and 
satisfactory  mode  of  judicial  proof,  for  the  rude,  barbarous,  and 
even  impious  practiced  resorted  to  in  the  dark  and  unlettered  ages. 
Without  certain  modes  of  investigating  truth,  in  cases  where  its  light 
is  ever  liable  to  be  obscured  by  fraudulent  practices  exercised  for  the 
evasion  of  justice,  the  wisest  laws  are  but  vain  and  inefiectual :  they 
may  embellish  the  statute-book,  as  beautiful  in  theory,  but  in  other 
respects  they  are  a  dead  letter,  frequently  even  worse;  for  where 
offenders  cannot  be  detected  and  punished,  the  laws  may  do  mischief 
in  holding  out  a  show  of  protection,  which  being  but  delusive,  tends 
to  induce  a  false  and  dangerous  sense  of  security :  what  is  still  worse, 
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whilst  the  criminal  escapes,  they  may  stamp  the  innocent  with  in- 
famy, and  crush  them  with  judgments  designed  only  for  the  guilty ; 
and  under  an  arbitrary  constitution,  may  be  converted  into  a  danger- 
ous instrument  in  the  hands  of  power,  for  the  destruction  of  those 
whose  possessions  are  tempting,  or  principles  obnoxious, 
r^^o-i        In  order  to  appreciate  the  advantages  which  result  from 

*modes  of  investigation  founded  on  just  and  rational  principles, 
we  have  only  to  recollect  the  absurd,  monstrous,  and  impious  prac- 
tices resorted  to  by  our  own  ancestors,  in  common  with  other  nations 
of  antiquity.  It  was  for  the  want  of  them  that  judicial  oaths  were 
multiplied  to  an  extent  of  itself  sufficient  to  bring  the  obligation  into 
contempt :  it  was  vainly  hoped  that  the  rank  and  number  of  compur- 
gators, who  swore  not  to  any  fact,  but  to  mere  belief,  would  com- 
pensate for  their  want  of  knowledge.  Hence  the  superstitious 
appeals  to  the  Deity  by  the  trial  by  ordeal,  and  the  ferocious  and 
impious  practice  of  the  trial  by  duel.  They  did  not  venture  to  rely 
on  the  simple  oaths  of  individual  witnesses  to  facts,  although  with  a 
flagrant  degree  of  inconsistency  they  gave  credit  to  the  cumulative 
oaths  of  those  who  knew  nothing  of  the  facts :  whilst  they  were  either 
too  ignoran.t  or  too  indolent  to  try  the  credit  of  witnesses  by  diligent 
examination  and  comparison  of  testimony  and  facts,  judicial  oaths 
were  multiplied  to  an  absurd  and  profligate  extent.  Hence  also  the 
rude  limits  of  prescription,  which  were  established  for  the  purpose 
of  avoiding  the  necessity  for  inquiry.'  It  may,  however,  be  recol- 
lected to  their  credit,  that  the  shocking  expedient  of  applying  torture 
to  extort  confession,  a  practice  sanctioned  by  many,  even  Christian 
legislators,  was  never  resorted  to  by  the  Anglo-Saxons. 

But  however  absurd,  objectionable  and  mischievous  such  practices 
must  appear  at  the  present  day,  the  progress  of  improvement  has 
been  slow ;  for  though  the  trial  by  duel  in  civil  suits  received  a  con- 
siderable check  in  the  reign  of  Henry  II.,  in  consequence  of  the 
introduction  of  the  trial  by  the  grand  assize,  yet  the  practice  was 
continued  in  appeals  till  long  afterwards,  and*  has  but  lately  ceased 
to  be  the  law ;  and  though  the  trial  by  ordeal  seems  to  have  fallen 
r*141   ^^^^  disuse  ever  since  the  early  part  of  the  reign  of  *Henry 

III.  without  any  formal  abolition,  the  doctrine  of  compurga- 
tion by  wager  of  law  is  but  recently  abolished.  It  was  not  until 
long  after  the  establishment  of  the  jury  trial  that  the  investigation 
was  conducted  by  the  open  examination  of  witnesses,  and  that  the 

*  If  a  man  wounded  his  slave,  he  was  not  to  be  presumed  to  be  guilty  of  the 
murder,  unless  the  slave  died  the  day  afber. 
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functions  of  jurors  and  witnesses  were  distinguished  and  separated ; 
it  was  not  until  the  reign  of  Queen  Anne  that  witnesses  for  prisoners 
tried  for  felony  were  examined  upon  oath. 

It  is  not,  however,  part  of  the  present  design  to  enter  into  any 

historical  detail  of  the  law  on  this  interesting  subject,  further  than 

as  reference  to  the  ancient  law  may  be  occasionally  connected  with 

its  present  details. 

The  subject  may  be  conveniently  considered,  in  relation, 

FiriL  To  the  elementary  principles  on  which  the  legal  doctrine 

rests. 
Secondly.  To  the  instruments  of  evidence,  as  governed  by  these 

principles  and  elementary  rules. 
Thirdly.  To  their  application  to  the  purposes  of  proof,  either 
generally  or  particularly. 


PART  I. 

GENERAL  PRINCIPLES  OP  THE  LAW  OP  EVIDENCE. 


CHAPTER  I. 

NATURAL  PRINCIPLES  OF  EVIDENCE. 

FIRSTy  then,  as  to  the  general  principles  on  which  the  law  of 
evidence  is  founded.  ^ 

The  means  which  the  law  employs  for  investigating  the  truth  of  a 
past  transaction  are  those  which  are  resorted  to  by  mankind  for 
similar,  but  extrajudicial  purposes.  These  are  the  best,  usually  the 
only  means  of  inquiry,  and  it  is  for  this  reason  that  a  jury  of  the 
country  forms  a  tribunal  so  well  qualified  to  judge  of  mere  matters 
of  fact ;  for,  subject  to  certain  exceptions,  they  decide  by  the  aid  of 
experience  and  reason,  as  they  would  do  on  any  extrajudicial  occa- 
sion. With  these  general  principles  the  law  can  interfere  in  two 
ways  only ;  either  by  excluding  or  restraining  mere  natural  evidence 
by  the  application  of  artificial  tests  of  truth,  or  annexing  an  artificial 
effect  to  evidence  beyond  that  which  it  would  otherwise  possess. 
Hence  it  is  that  the  great  principles  of  evidence  may  be  reduced  to 
three  classes,  comprising, 

1st.  The  principles  of  evidence  which  depend  on  ordinary  ex- 
perience and  natural  reason,  independently  of  any  artificial  rules  of 
law; 

2dly.  The  artificial  principles  of  law,  which  operate  to  the  par- 
tial exclusion  of  natural  evidence  by  prescribing  tests  of  admissi- 
bility, and  which  may  properly  be  called  the  excluding  principles  of 
law; 

r*l61        *Sdly.  The  principles  of  law  which  either  create  artificial 
modes  of  evidence,  or  annex  an  artificial  effect  to  mere  natu- 
ral evidence. 
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In  the  first  place,  it  rarely  happens  that  a  jury  or  other  tribunal,* 
whose  business  it  is  to  decide  on  a  matter  of  fact,  can  do  so  by  means 
of  their  own  actual  observation.  It  is  obvious  that  when  inquiry  is 
to  be  made  into  the  circumstances  of  a  past  transaction  before  a  jury, 
information  must  be  derived  for  the  most  part  from  the  same  source, 
and  must  be  judged  of  and  estimated,  to  a  great  extent  by  the  same 
rules  that  would  be  resorted  to  and  applied  by  any  individual  whose 
business  or  whose  interest  it  was,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  human 
events,  to  institute  such  an  inquiry. 

What,  then,  are  the  means  to  which  a  person  interested  in  such 
an  inquiry  into  a  past  transaction  would  naturally  resort  ?  He  would, 
in  the  first  place,  ascertain  what  witnesses  were  present  at  the  trans- 
action, and  would  obtain  all  the  information  which  they  could  sup- 
ply. If  none  were  present,  or  none  could  be  found  from  whom  he 
could  obtain  immediate  intelligence,  he  would  procure  information 
from  others,  who,  although  they  had  not  actual  personal  knowledge 
of  the  fact,  had  yet  derived  information  on  the  subject,  either  directly 
or  mediately  from  others  who  possessed  or  had  acquired  and  commu- 
nicated such  their  knowledge,  either  orally  or  in  writing. 

Again,  in  the  absence  of  other  information  on  the  subject,  he  would 
endeavor  carefully  to  ascertain  the  circumstances  which  accompanied 
the  transaction,  and  had  such  a  connection  with  it  as  enabled  him  to 
draw  his  own  conclusions  on  the  subject  of  inquiry. 

In  short,  where  knowledge  cannot  be  acquired  by  means  of  actual 
and  personal  observation,  there  are  but  two  *modes  by  which 
the  existence  of  a  by-gone  fact  can  be  ascertained.  ^       ^ 

Ist.  By  information  derived  either  immediately  or  mediately  from 
those  who  had  actual  knowledge  of  the  fact ;  or, 

2dly.  By  means  of  inferences  or  conclusions  drawn  from  other 
facts  connected  with  the  principal  fact  which  can  be  sufficiently  es- 
tablished. 

In  the  first  case,  the  inference  is  founded  on  a  principle  of  faith 
in  human  veracity  sanctioned  by  experience.  In  the  second,  the  con- 
clusion is  one  derived  by  the  aids  of  experience  and  reason  from 
the  connexion  between  the  facts  which  are  known  and  that  which  is 
unknown.     In  each  case  the  inference  is  made  by  virtue  of  previous 

*  To  a  limited  extent,  a  jury  or  Court,  in  deciding  matter  of  fact,  may  have 
actual  personal  knowledge.  Thus  a  jury  may  have  a  view  of  lands,  &o.,  the  sub- 
ject of  litigation  :  judges  may  decide  by  inspection  of  a  record,  or  of  the  person 
in  cases  of  disputed  infancy.  So  also  of  a  jury  of  matrons  in  cases  of  alleged 
pregnancy,  &c. 
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experience  of  the  connexion  between  the  known  and  the  disputed 
facts,  although  the  grounds  of  such  inference  in  the  two  cases  mate- 
rially differ. 

All  evidence  thus  derived,  whether  immediately  or  mediately  from 
such  as  have  had,  or  are  supposed  to  have  had,  actual  knowledge  of 
the  fact,  may  not  improperly  be  termed  direct  evidence ;  whilst  that 
which  is  derived  merely  from  collateral  circumstances  may  be  termed 
indirect  or  inferential  evidence. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  means  of  indirect  proof  must  usually  be  sup* 
plied  by  direct  proof;  for  no  inference  can  be  drawn  from  any  col- 
lateral facts  until  those  facts  have  themselves  been  first  satisfactorily 
established,  either  by  actual  observation,  or  information  derived 
from  others  who  have  derived  their  knowledge  from  such  observa- 
tion. 


[*18]  *CHAPTER  II. 

EXCLUDING  PRINCIPLES. 

Such,  then,  being  the  ordinary  source  of  evidence,  what  are  the 
excluding  principles  which  restrain  the  admission  of  evidence  ?  As 
juries  must  decide  by  the  aid  of  the  same  general  principles  of  belief 
on  which  any  individual  would  act  who  was  desirous  of  satisfying 
himself  by  inquiry  as  to  the  truth  of  any  particular  fact,  and  as  an 
individual  inquirer  would  not  think  it  necessary  to  limit  himself  by 
any  particular  rules,  why  should  the  evidence  to  be  submitted  to  a 
jury  be  limited  or  affected  by  any  technical  rules? 

The  answer  is,  that  the  law  interferes  for  two  purposes ;  first,  in 
order  to  provide  more  certain  tests  of  truth  than  can  be  provided, 
or  indeed  than  are  necessary,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  affairs,  and 
thereby  to  exclude  all  weaker  evidence  to  which  such  tests  are  in- 
applicable, and  which,  if  generally  admitted,  would  be  more  likely 
to  mislead  than  to  answer  the  purposes  of  truth ;  and  in  the  next 
place,  to  annex  an  artificial  effect  to  particular  evidence  which 
would  not  otherwise  belong  to  it,  on  grounds  of  general  policy  and 
convenience. 

The  great  principle  on  which  the  law  proceeds  in  laying  down 
rules  of  an  exclusive  operation*  is,  not  to  alter  the  value  and  effect 
of  evidence  in  the  investigation  of  truth ;  that  would  be  absurd,  es* 
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peciallj  where  the  tribunal  invested  with  the  power  of  decision  con- 
sists of  jurors  selected  from  the  great  body  of  the  people,  who,  being 
unskilled  in  technical  rules  and  unaccustomed  to  judicial  habits, 
must  necessarily  decide  by  the  aid  of  their  own  experience  of  things 
and  natural  power  of  their  reason,  by  principles  on  which  they  would 
act  in  the  affairs  of  ordinary  life ;  on  the  contrary,  one  great  object 
of  the  law  is  to  aid  *the  natural  powers  of  decision,  by  adding 
to  the  weight  and  cogency  of  the  evidence  on  which  a  jury  is  ^  J 
to  act.  Another  great  object  is  to  prevent  the  reception  of  evidence 
which  in  its  general  operation  would  injure  the  cause  of  truth,  by  its 
tendency  to  distract  the  attention  of  a  jury,  or  even  to  mislead 
tbem.*^ 

The  necessity  for  resorting  to  superior  tests  of  truth,  the  effect 
of  which  is  to  exclude  evidence  not  warranted  by  those  tests,  is 
founded  on  the  apprehension  that  the  evidence  on  which  an  indi- 

*  As  a  consequence  of  these  objects,  the  application  of  these  excluding  prin- 
ciples is  entirely  for  the  judge,  who  ought  to  decide  on  any  question  of  fact 
which  their  application  may  involve.  If  the  proof  is  by  witnesses,  he  must  weigh 
their  credibility,  and  if  counter  evidence  be  offered,  he  must  receive  and  decide 
upon  it ;  and  he  has  no  right  to  ask  the  opinion  of  the  jury  upon  any  such  ques- 
tion, it  being  one  purely  preliminary  to  the  reception  of  the  evidence,  even 
though  ultimately  the  same  fact  is  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury  for  their  opinion ; 
Doe  dtm,  Jenkins  v.  Davits^  10  Q.  6.  314. 

^  Thus  it  has  been  decided  in  many  cases  that  the  competency  of  a  witness, 
though  it  may  depend  upon  a  question  of  fact,  is  the  province  of  the  court 
exclusively,  Cook  v.  i/ix,  11  Conn.  432  j  Amory  v.  Fellows j  5  Mass.  219 ;  Tucker 
V.  Welsh,  17  Ibid.  160  -,  Reynolds  v.  Lounshury,  6  Hill  534.  When  an  objection 
is  made,  at  a  trial,  to  a  witness  on  the  ground  of  interest,  the  decision  of  the 
judge  on  the  question  of  the  fact  is  conclusive  ;  Dole  v.  Thurlow,  12  Met.  157. 
So,  if  made  before  a  referee,  his  decision  is  not  the  subject  of  revision ;  Leach 
V.  Kelsey,  7  Barb.  S.  C.  Rep.  466. 

In  Bart  v.  Heilner,  3  Rawle  410,  a  different  principle  was  declared.  It  was 
there  said  that  if  a  person' be  called  as  a  witness,  and  objected  to  by  the  adverse 
party  on  the  score  of  interest,  the  party  making  the  objection  must  show  the 
existence  of  the  interest,  and  if  it  should  clearly  appear  to  be  so  from  the  testi- 
mony adduced  for  the  purpose  of  proving  it,  the  court  will  decide  upon  it  and 
reject  the  witness  ;  but  if  it  be  in  the  least  degree  doubtful^  the  court  will  not 
decide  the  question  of  interest  in  the  witness,  but  receive  his  testimony,  and 
leave  it  to  the  jury  to  determine,  and  if  they  should  be  of  opinion  that  he  has 
Bach  an  interest,  then  instruct  them  to  pay  no  regard  whatever  to  his  testimony, 
and  leave  it  altogether  out  of  view.  According  to  this  case,  it  would  be  discre- 
tionary with  the  court  either  to  decide  the  question  of  fact  directly,  or  to  sub- 
mit it  to  the  jury.  But  in  Chouteau  v.  Searcy,  8  Mo.  733,  it  was  expressly  held 
to  be  error,  after  admitting  the  testimony  of  a  witness,  to  instruct  the  jury  to 
disregard  such  testimony  if  they  should  find  that  the  witness  was  interested. 
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vidual  in  the  ordinary  transactions  of  life  might  safely  rely,  could 
not,  without  the  additional  sanction  of  such  tests,  be  safely  relied 
upon,  or  even  admitted,  in  judicial  investigations.  For,  in  the  first 
place,  in  the  ordinary  business  of  life  neither  so  many  temptations 
occur,  nor  are  so  many  opportunities  afforded  for  practising  deceit, 
as  in  the  course  of  judicial  investigations,  where  property,  repu- 
tation, liberty,  even  life  itself,  are  so  frequently  at  stake:  in  the 
common  business  of  life  each  individual  uses  his  own  discretion 
with  whom  he  shall  deal  and  to  whom  he  shall  trust;  he  has  not 
only  the  sanction  of  general  reputation  and  character  for  the  confi- 
dence which  he  reposes,  but  slight  circumstances,  and  even  vague 
reports,  are  sufficient  to  awaken  his  suspicion  and  distrust,  and 
place  him  on  his  guard  ;  and  where  doubt  has  been  excited,  he  may 
suspend  his  judgment  till  by  extended  and  repeated  inquiries  doubt 
is  removed.  In  judicial  inquiries  it  is  far  otherwise;  the  character 
of  a  witness  cannot  easily  be  subjected  to  minute  investigation; 
*the  nature  of  the  proceeding  usually  excludes  the  benefit 
L  J  which  might  result  from  an  extended  and  protracted  inquiry, 
and  a  jury  are  under  the  necessity  of  forming  their  conclusions  on 
a  very  limited  and  imperfect  knowledge  of  the  real  characters  of  the 
witnesses  on  whose  testimony  they  are  called  on  to  decide. 

It  has  been  truly  observed,  that  there  is  a  general  tendency  among 
mankind  to  speak  the  truth,  for  it  is  easier  to  state  the  truth  than  to 
invent ;  the  former  requires  simply  an  exertion  of  the  memory,  whilst 
to  give  to  false  assertions  the  semblance  of  truth  is  a  work  of  diffi- 
culty. It  is  equally  apparent  that  the  suspicion  of  mankind  would 
usually  depend  on  their  ordinary  experience  of  human  veracity ;  if 
truth  were  always  spoken,  no  one  would  ever  suspect  another  of  fal- 
sity, but  if  he  were  frequently  deceived  he  would  frequently  suspect. 
Hence  it  is  that  jurors,  sitting  in  judgment,  would  usually  be  inclined 
to  repose  a  higher  degree  of  confidence  in  ordinary  testimony  than 
would  justly  be  due  to  it  in  the  absence  of  peculiar  guards  against 
deceit :  for  as  the  temptations  to  deceive  by  false  evidence  in  judicial 
inquiries  are  far  greater  than  those  which  occur  in  the  course  of  the 
ordinary  transactions  of  life,  they  would  be  apt  to  place  the  same 
reliance  on  the  testimony  offered  to  them  as  jurors,  to  which  they 
would  have  trusted  in  ordinary  cases,  and  would  consequently,  in 
many  instances,  overvalue  such  evidence. 

The  law  therefore  wisely  requires  that  the  evidence  should  be  of 
the  purest  and  most  satisfactory  kind  which  the  circumstances  admit 
of,  and  that  it  should  be  warranted  by  the  most  weighty  and  solemn 
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sanctions.  This  indeed  is  but  a  consequence  of  one  great  and  im- 
portant rule  of  law,  viz.,  that  the  best  evidence  shall  be  adduced ; 
the  effect  of  which  is,  as  will  afterwards  be  seen,  to  exclude  inferior 
evidence,  whenever  it  is  offered  in  place  of  that  which  is  of  a  superior 
degree  and  more  convincing  nature.    ' 

Again,  for  the  purposes  of  saving  both  time  and  expense, 
*and  to  prevent  the  minds  of  jurors  from  being  distracted  r^icoii 
from  that  which  is  material,  it  is  indispensably  necessary  to 
place  bounds  to  collateral  evidence,  and  to  exclude  such  as  is  of  too 
weak  and  suspicious  a  nature  to  deserve  credit,  and  which  though  it 
possessed  no  tendency  to  mislead,  would  still  be  mischievous  in  occa- 
sioning delay  and  expense,  and  attracting  fruitless  attention. 

In  order  to  exhibit  clearly  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  excluding 
tests  recognised  by  the  law  of  England,  it  is  essential  first  to  con- 
sider the  different  classes  of  evidence  to  which  such  tests  apply ;  and 
then  to  consider  what  tests  are  applicable  to  each  of  such  classes. 

For  this  purpose  all  evidence  may  be  divided  into  two  classes : 
Ist.  Direct^  which  consists  in  the  testimony,  whether  immediately  or 
mediately^  derived  from  those  who  had  actual  knowledge  of  the  prin- 
cipal or  disputed  fact;  or  2dly,  indirect  or  inferential  evidence, 
where  an  inference  is  made  as  to  the  truth  of  the  disputed  fact,  not 
by  means  of  the  actual  knowledge  which  any  witness  had  of  the  fact, 
but  &om  collateral  facts  ascertained  by  competent  means. 

Direct  or  testimonial  evidence,  again,  is  either  immediatey  that  is, 
where  a  witness  states  his  own  actual  knowledge  of  the  fact,  or 
mediate^  where  the  information  is  communicated,  not  immediately  by 
the  party  who  had  actual  knowledge  of  the  fact,  but  from  him 
through  the  intermediate  testimony  of  one  or  more  other  witnesses. 

First,  then,  what  are  the  principles  which  govern  the  reception  of 
immediate  testimony  ? 

To  render  the  communication  of  facts  perfect,  the  witness  must  be 
both  able  and  toilling  to  speak  or  to  write  the  truth.  It  is  necessary 
that  he  should  have  had,  in  the  first  place,  the  means  and  opportunity 
of  acquiring  the  knowledge  of  the  facts ;  and,  in  the  second,  that  he 
shoald  possess  the  power  and  inclination  to  transmit  them  faithfully ; 
consequently  the  first  great  object  of  the  law  is  to  secure,  by  proper 
means,  the  inclination  of  the  witness  to  ^declare  the  truth,  r^ieooi 
and  to  ascertain  his  ability  to  do  so  by  adequate  tests ;  and  it 
18  for  the  jury  afterwards  to  judge  of  the  credit  due  to  the  witnesses, 
considering  their  numbers,  their  opportunities  for  observing  the  facts, 

the  attention  which  they  paid,  their  faculties  for  recollecting  and 
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transmitting  them,  their  motives,  their  situation  with  respect  to  the 
parties,  their  demeanor,  and  their  consistency. 

In  order  to  exclude  impure  or  suspicious  testimony,  and  to  add  the 
most  solemn  and  binding  sanction  to  that  which  is  admitted,  the  law, 
jn  the  first  place,  excludes  all  testimony  which  is  not  given  under  the 
sanction  of  an  oath  or  its  equivalent :  and  in  the  next  place,  subjects 
the  witness  to  cross-examination  by  the  party  against  whom  the 
evidence  is  offered. 

A  consequence  of  the  first  of  these  tests  until  recently  was,  that 
the  testimony  of  a  person  who  by  the  turpitude  of  his  conduct  had 
made  it  probable  that  he  would  not  regard  the  obligation  of  an  oath 
was  not  received,  and  therefore  no  individual  who  had  been  convicted 
of  any  infamotis  crime  was  competent  to  give  evidence  in  a  court  of 
justice.  The  legislature  has,  however,  thought  it  .wiser  to  admit  the 
evidence  of  such  a  person,  and  to  leave  it  to  the  discrimination  of  the 
jury  to  attach  a  proper  weight  to  it,  and  a  recent  statute^  has 
enacted  that  no  person  offered  as  a  witness  shall  be  excluded  from 
giving  evidence  by  reason  of  incapacity  from  crime.^ 

*  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  85. 

^  The  rule  which  excludes  a  witness  on  the  score  of  infamy  still  subsists  in 
most  if  not  all  the  United  States.  The  conviction  of  an  infamous  crime  in 
another  State,  or  in  a  foreign  country,  does  not,  however,  render  one  incompe- 
tent to  testify  as  a  witness,  though  it  has  been  held  that  the  record  is  admissi- 
ble to  affect  his  credibility  :  Comm^th  v.  Green,  17  Mass.  515 ;  Comm'thY.  Knapp, 
9  Pick.  496  j  Chase  v.  Blodgeit,  10  N.  H.  22  j  Uhl  v.  TheafommHh,  6  Gratt  706 ; 
contra,  T?ie  State  ▼.  Candler ,  3  Hawks  393.  It  is  the  nature  of  the  crime,  not 
the  punishment,  which  determines.  Infamous  crimes  are  treason,  felony,  and 
every  species  of  the  crimen  falsi,  such  as  forgery,  perjury,  subornation  of 
perjury,  and  offences  affecting  the  public  administration  of  justice  :  SchuyUeiU 
V.  Copeley,  17  P.  F.  Smith  386 ;  People  v.  Whipple,  9  Cow.  707.  Fine,  im- 
prisonment, or  transportation  for  an  offence  not  infamous,  does  not  render  a 
witness  incompetent:  U.  States  v.  Bockius,  3  Wash.  C.  G.  99;  Clarke  v.  HaUj 
2  Har.  &  McII.  375.  An  attempt  to  procure  the  absence  of  a  witness  for  a 
criminal  prosecution  is  not,  it  seems,  an  **  infamous^*  offence :  State  v.  Keyts,  8 
Vt.  57.  So,  a  conviction  under  an  act  against  cutting  timber :  Roller  v.  Firth,  2 
Penn.  723.  So  of  keeping  a  bawdy  house :  Peer  v.  The  State,  14  Mo.  348.  A 
person  convicted  of  the  offence  of  receiving  stolen  goods,  knowing  them  to  have 
been  stolen,  is  not  a  competent  witness :  CommHh  v.  Rogers,  7  Met.  500 ;  but  see 
contra,  Comm'th  v.  Murphy,  3  Clarke  290.  Conviction  for  adultery  does  not 
render  a  person  incompetent :  Little  v.  Gibson,  39  N.  H.  505.  Nor  does  con- 
viction of  a  conspiracy  to  cheat  and  defraud  creditors :  Bickel  v.  Fasig,  9  Cas. 
463.  Where  the  statute  annexes  the  disability  to  the  conviction,  a  pardon  does 
not  remove  it :  Foreman  v.  Baldtnn,  24  111.  298 :  otherwise  pardon  ipso  facto 
restores  competency:   Yarborough  v.  SJtate,  41  Ala.  405.    A  conviction,  how- 
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Another  consequence  of  these  tests  was  that  the  law  would  not  re- 
ceive the  evidence  of  any  person,  even  under  the  sanction  of  an  oath, 
who  had  an  interest  in  giving  the  proposed  evidence,  and  whose 
interest  therefore  conflicted  with  his  duty. 

This  rule  of  exclusion,  considered  in  its  principle,  was  founded  on 
the  known  infirmities  of  human  nature,  which  was  deemed  too  weak 
to  he  generally  restrained  by  ^religious  or  moral  obligations,  r+.^o-i 
when  tempted  and  solicited  in  a  contrary  direction  by  tempo- 
ral interests.  Though  there  were,  no  doubt,  many  whom  no  inter- 
ested motive  could  seduce  from  a  sense  of  duty,  and  by  their  exclu- 
sion this  jule  operated,  in  particular  cases,  to  shut  out  the  truth  ;  yet 
as  the  law  must  prescribe  general  rules,  and  it  was  thought  probable 
that  more  mischief  would  result  from  the  general  reception  of  inter- 
ested witnesses  than  was  occasiojied  by  their  general .  exclusion,  the 
evidence  of  interested  persons  was  inadmissible. 

The  necessity  for  defining  and  limiting  the  extent  of  the  operation 
of  this  principle  was  an  immediate  consequence  of  its  adoption,  for 
the  sake  of  certainty  in  its  application,  and  also  to  prevent  it  opera- 
ting too  largely  to  the  exclusion  of  evidence,  which  would  have  been 
productive  of  great  inconvenience.  Hence  the  law  defined  the  kind 
of  interest  which  should  exclude,  and  limited  it  to  a  legal  interest  in 

the  event,  as  contradistinguished  from  affection,  prejudice  or  bias.^ 

■  ■      ■  ■  ■         .  ti 

eTer,  of  an  infamous  crime  is  not  enough.  There  must  be  judgment  on  the 
verdict,  and  the  judgment  must  be  proved :  People  v.  Whipple^  9  Cow.  707 ;  U, 
SUUet  V.  Dickinson^  2  McLean  325 ;  Skinner  v.  Perot^  1  Ashm.  57 ;  StcUe  v. 
Valentine^  7  Ired.  225.  It  can  only  be  proved  by  the  record  :  Rathhun  v.  Ro8S^ 
46  Barb.  127;  Picky,  York,  47  Ibid.  131  -,  People y.  Reinhart,  39  Cal.  449  j  Same 
V.  Maloane,  Ibid.  614;  Same  v.  McDonald,  Ibid.  697.  The  admission  of  a 
witness  that  on  a  former  examination  he  committed  perjury  goes  to  his  credit 
not  his  competency ;  Broum  v.  State,  18  Ohio  St.  496.  The  record  of  conviction 
is  admissible  as  affecting  the  credit  of  a  witness,  although  he  has  been  pardoned : 
Curtis  V.  Cochran,  50  N.  11.  242.  See  post,  p.  118,  note  1.  When  a  witness 
for  the  Commonwealth,  on  a  criminal  trial,  testifies  in  answer  to  questions  by 
the  prisoner's  counsel,  that  he  had  been  pardoned  out  of  the  penitentiary,  where 
he  had  been  imprisoned  on  conviction  of  burglary,  the  pardon  is  sufficiently 
proved  to  justify  the  admission  of  the  witness:  Hawser  v.  CommHh,  1  P. T. 
Smith,  332. 

^  The  general  rule  is,  that  if  the  witness  cannot  gain  or  lose  by  the  event  of  a 
suit,  or  if  a  verdict  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  for  or  against  him  in  another 
action,  the  objection  goes  to  his  credit,  and  not  to  his  competency  ;  Van  Nuys  v. 
Turhune,  3  Johns.  Cas.  82.  It  must  be  some  certain  legal  and  immediate  ii^ 
terest  in  the  event  of  the  suit :  Harbin  v.  Roberts,  33  Ga.  45 ;  Fountain  v.  Ander- 
ton,  Id.  372.  The  true  test  is  whether  the  witness  will  gain  or  lose  by  the 
direct  effect  of  the  judgment,  or  whether  the  record  will  be  evidence  for  or 
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Here  the  law  drew  the  line  of  distinction,  which  must  bo  drawn  some- 
where, and  which  would  have  excluded  too  much  of  the  means  of  dis- 
covering the  truth,  had  it  incapacitated  every  witness  who,  from 
kindred,  friendship,  or  any  other  dtrong  motive  hy  which  human 
nature  is  usually  influenced,  might  have  been  suspected  of  partiality. 
Hence,  although  a  man  and  his  wife  could  not  give  evidence  for  each 
other,'  (for  their  interests  are  in  law  identical,)  yet  no  other  degree  of 
relationship  or  connection  in  society,  whether  natural  or  artificial,  in- 
capacitated the  parties  from  giving  evidence  for  each  other.  A  father 
was  a  competent  witness  for  his  son,"^  and  a  son  for  his  father ;  the 
guardian  and  his  *ward,  the  master  and  his  servant,  might 
^  "  -^   mutually  give  evidence  for  each  other.* 

What  constituted  such  a  legal  interest  may  be  stated  generally  to 
have  been  either  a  direct  and  certain  interest  in  the  event  of  the 
cause,  or  an  interest  in  the  record  for  the  purpose  of  evidence,  how- 
ever minute  that  interest  may  have  been.     It  is  obvious  that  a  rule 

^  Nor  against  each  other,  as  will  be  seen,  on  grounds  of  policy. 

^  The  application  of  the  principle  by  the  civil  law  was  much  more  strict,  and 
mutually  excluded  father  and  son,  patron  and  client,  guardian  and  ward,  from 
giving  evidence  for  each  other ;  a  servant  or  other  dependent  was  also  incompe- 
tent to  give  evidence  for  his  master,  and  the  testimony  of  a  friend  or  enemy 
was  regarded  vtrith  great  jealousy.    Pand.  lib.  22,  tit  5,  s.  140. 

*  For  the  application  of  this  rule,  see  tit.  Interest. 

against  him ;  TuttU  v.  Turner^  28  Tex.  759.  An  interest  in  the  question  only 
does  not  disqualify  a  witness,  but  the  objection  goes  to  his  credit  only ;  Id. ; 
Evans  v.  Eaton,  7  Wheat.  356  j  Spurr  v.  Pearson,  1  Mason  104 ;  Willing  v. 
Consequa,  1  Peters  C.  C.  Rep.  301 ;  Drake  v.  Maxwell,  5  Hals.  297  j  Wakely  v. 
Hart,  6  Binn.  319  ;  Comegg  v.  Abraham,  1  Yeates  34  ;  Hayes  v.  Grier,  4  Binn. 
83.  Where  A.,  B.  and  others  entered  into  a  contract  with  X.,  and  A.  after- 
wards brought  an  action  against  X.  for  a  violation  of  his  rights  under  that  con- 
tract, it  was  held  that  B.  was  a  competent  witness  for  A.,  being  only  interested 
^n  the  question :  Wadhams  v.  The  Lichfield  and  Canaan  Turnpike  Co»,  10  Conn. 
R.  416.  G. 

It  is  the  interest  of  the  party  in  the  subject-matter,  as  to  which  one  is  exam- 
•ned,  and  not  the  effect  his  evidence  may  have  in  the  final  determination  of  the 
issue  that  renders  him  incompetent ;  Emerson  v.  Aiwood,  7  Mich.  12.  A  remote, 
uncertain  or  contingent  interest  does  not  render  a  witness  incompetent,  but  only 
affects  his  credibility :  Millett  v.  Parker,  22  Tex.  660 ;  Cutter  v.  Fanning,  2 
Clarke,  580 ;  Scull  v.  Mason,  7  Wright,  99.  The  party  objecting  to  a  witness  on 
the  grounds  of  interest  must  show  satisfactorily  that  it  is  immediate  in  the  event 
of  the  cause  itself:  Richardson  v.  Dingle,  11  Rich.  (Law)  405;  Richardson  v. 
Hoge,  24  Ga.  203.  A  party  to  the  record,  who  has  no  interest  in  the  result  of 
the  suit,  is  a  competent  witness :  Jackson  v.  Barron,  37  N.  H.  494 ;  Egers  v. 
Trustees,  9  Cas.  114  j  Foster  v.  Leeper,  29  Ga.  294  j  Draper  v.  Vanhom,  12 
Ind.  352. 
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80  "wide  and  extensive  in  its  terms  must  have  given  rise  to  constant 
questions  and  doubt,  and  as  a  general  principle  in  the  practical  ap- 
plication of  it,  as  on  the  one  hand  the  rejection  was  peremptory  and 
absolute,  but  on  the  other  if  the  witness  was  received,  it  was  still  for 
the  jury  to  consider  what  credit  was  due  to  his  testimony,  taking  into 
consideration  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  the  motives  by 
ivhich  he  may  have  been  influenced,  it  was  thought  safer  to  admit  the 
evidence  where  there  was  a  doubt  than  to  exclude  it  altogether. 
Hence  it  was  the  inclination  of  the  courts  that  objections  of  this 
nature  should  go  to  the  credit  of  the  witness  rather  than  his  compe- 
tency. In  order  to  meet  the  objection,  various  expedients,  by  means 
of  releasjcs,  &c.,  were  generally  resorted  to,  and  the  practical  incon- 
venience of  so  extensive  an  exclusion  being  found  intolerable,  the 
legislature  interposed  and  put  an  end  to  the  latter  branch  of  the  rule 
by  providing'  that  if  any  witness  should  be  objected  to  on  the  ground 
that  the  verdict  or  judgment  would  be  admissible  in  evidence  for  or 
against  him,  he  should  nevertheless  be  examined,  but  a  verdict  or 
judgment  in  the  action  in  favor  of  the  party  in  whose  behalf  he 
should  have  been  examined  should  not  be  admissible  for  him,  nor 
should  a  verdict  or  judgment  against  such  a  party  be  admissible  in  evi- 
dence against  him.  The  effect  of  this  measure  having  *been  r+Qr-i 
found  beneficial,  upon  the  suggestion  of  Lord  Denman  the 
legislature  again  interfered,^  and  limited  the  operation  of  the  former 
branch  of  the  rule  by  enacting  that,  except  in  certain  instances  which 
presently  will  be  mentioned,  no  person  offered  as  a  witness  should  be 
excluded  by  reason  of  interest  from  giving  evidence,  but  that  every 
person  so  offered  should  be  admitted  to  give  evidence  on  oath  or  affir- 
mation, notwithstanding  that  such  person  might  have  an  interest  in 
the  matter  in  question  or  in  the  event  of  the  trial,  suit  or  proceed- 
ings in  which  he  should  be  offered  as  a  witness. 

The  interest,  however,  of  a  person  who  was  either  actually  or 
substantially  a  party  to  the  suit  was  still  thought  to  present  a  suffi- 
cient objection  to  the  admission  of  his  evidence.  By  way  of  quali- 
fication or  proviso,  therefore,  upon  the  former  general  enactment, 
it  was  declared  that  the  act  should  not  render  competent  any  party 
to  the  suit,  action,  or  proceeding  individually  named  in  the  record, — 

'  3  A  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  s.  26.  The  statute  likewise  provided  (s.  27),  in  order 
to  facilitate  proof  of  the  facts  (see  Bees  v.  Walters^  2  M.  &  W.  529),  that  the 
name  of  the  witness  and  of  the  party  on  whose  behalf  he  was  examined  should 
be  indorsed  on  the  record. 

•«  6  &  7  Vict  c.  85. 
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or  any  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  or  tenant  of  the  premises  sought  to 
be  recovered  in  ejectment,— or  the  landlord  or  other  person  in  whose 
right  any  defendant  in  replevin  made  cognisance,— or  any  person  in 
whose  immediate  and  individual  behalf  any  action  was  brought  or  de- 
fended either  wholly  or  in  part, — or  the  husband  or  wife  of  such 
persons  respectively. 

With  respect  to  the  rule  of  evidence  thus  established,  it  was 
objected  that  the  law  excluded  witnesses  falling  within  any  of  these 
predicaments,  though  their  interest  in  many  cases  was  of  the  smallest 
pecuniary  amount,  yet,  in  others,  admitted  the  testimony  of  persons 
who  lay  under  the  influence  of  the  strongest  ties  of  affection  or  large 
pecuniary  interests  in  the  result,  and  hence  had  a  far  greater  tempta- 
tion to  deceive.  In  answer,  it  was  said  that  this  observation,  though 
true,  afforded  no  fair  ground  of  objection.  The  simple  question  was, 
whether  any  exclusive  rule  was  necessary.  Assuming  that  the  law 
properly  recognised  any  such  test,  and  that  the  exclusion  of  a 
♦witness  on  the  ground  of  interest  was  in  some  cases  requi- 
^  -'  site,  a  general  rule  must  be  laid  down,  and  the  law  must  ex- 
clude all  persons  falling  within  it.  To  exclude  all  who  had  any 
interest  whatever  had  been  found  by  experience  to  be  impolitic  and 
unwise ;  to  admit  all  who  had  an  interest  was  considered  to  be  un- 
safe. The  line  must  be  drawn  somewhere.  To  adopt  a  standard  of 
pecuniary  amount,  where  the  value  of  the  subject  matter  in  dispute 
was  often  the  very  point  to  be  ascertained  by  the  verdict,  and  where 
in  all  cases  the  resulting  incident  of  costs  must  necessarily  be  ex- 
tremely uncertain,  would  be  impracticable.  Such  a  standard,  too, 
would  be  irrational,  unless  the  pecuniary  circumstances  as  well  as 
the  moral  principles  of  the  person  to  whom  it  was  applied  were  the 
same.  The  sum,  for  example,  which  might  offer  an  irresistible 
temptation  to  a  poor  or  immoral  man  to  commit  perjury,  would  in 
nowise  influence  a  wealthy  or  conscientious  person.  In  truth,  the 
infinite  variety  of  human  circumstances  rendered  any  test  which 
should  be  wholly  free  from  objection  on  the  score  of  inequality  utterly 
impracticable.  The  only  course  was,  if  interest  were  to  form  a 
barrier,  to  select  that  class  who  in  the  vast  majority  of  instances  had 
so  strong  a  motive  operating  upon  them  as  to  create  great  risk  that 
they  might  be  induced  to  commit  the  demoralizing  crime  of  perjury, 
and  who  would  most  probably  present  evidence  on  which  it  would  be 
unsafe  to  proceed. 

To  the  rule  of  exclusion,  however,  as  it  existed  before  the  passing 
of  the  statutes  just  mentioned,  there  were  two  exceptions.     The  first 
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was  where  the  witness  had  previously,  and  with  a  view  to  deprive  a 
party  of  the  benefit  of  his  testimony,  or  even  wilfully  and  wantonly, 
acquired  an  interest  in  the  event :  for  this  was  to  be  considered  as  a 
species  of  fraud  upon  the  individual  or  the  public,  who  had  an  interest 
in  his  testimony.  2dly.  The  law  admitted  the  testimony  of  an 
interested  witness,  on  the  ground  of  the  necessity  of  the  case,  where, 
in  the  common  course  of  human  affairs,  if  the  witness  were  to  be 
considered  as  *incompetent,  a  failure  of  justice  would  result  r#o7-| 
from  defect  of  testimony.^     These  exceptions,  however,  were 

^  In  general,  the  interest,  to  exclude  a  witness,  must  not  have  arisen  after  the 
fact  to  which  he  is  called  to  testify  happened,  by  his  own  act  and  without  the 
interference  and  consent  of  the  party  calling  him :  Jackson  v.  Rumsey^  3  Johns. 
R.  237 ;  Tumey  v.  Kfiox,  7  Monr.  91.  An  interest  in  the  event  of  a  suit,  acquired 
after  the  commencement,  does  not  render  a  witness  incompetent,  unless  that 
interest  was  acquired  from  the  party  offering  him  :  Ehem  v.  Jackson,  2  Dev.  187. 
Yet  if  a  witness  offered  by  the'plaintiff  has  become  interested  in  the  event  of  the 
suit,  by  a  boTid  fide  contract  with  the  defendant,  made  in  the  regular  course  of 
business,  and  without  any  intention  of  the  defendant  or  the  witness  to  deprive 
the  plaintiff  of  his  testimony,  he  is  incompetent,  although  such  interest  was 
created  after  the  plaintiff  had  become  entitled  to  his  testimony :  Eastman  v. 
Wtnship,  14  Pick.  44.  G. 

Where  the  party  objecting  to  a  witness,  on  the  ground  of  interest,  which  was 
acquired  by  a  contract  entered  into  subsequently  to  his  knowledge  of  the  facts 
he  18  brought  to  prove,  is  himself  a  party  to  the  agreement  creating  the  interest, 
or  had  any  agency  in  causing  it  to  be  created,  the  witness  may  be  admitted  to 
testify,  notwithstanding  such  interest :  Burgess  v.  Ijane,  3  Oreenl.  165 ;  Manches' 
ter  Iron  Co.  v.  Sweeting^  10  Wend.  162.  A  witness  cannot  deprive  a  party  of  his 
evidence,  by  creating  a  subsequent  interest  by  his  own  act,  without  the  concur- 
rence of*  the  party  calling  him ;  much  less  can  he  do  so  by  agreement  with  the 
opposite  party :  Hafner  v.  /rtrtn,  4  Ired.  529  ;  Baylor  v.  Smiihers,  1  Litt.  105 ; 
Long  V.  BailUi  4  S.  &  R.  222 ;  AfcDaniePs  Will,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  331  j  Price  v. 
Woods,  7  Monr.  223  ;  Clark  v.  Brown,  1  Barb.  215.  If,  however,  the  subscrib- 
ing witness  to  an  instrument  becomes  interested  and  a  party  to  the  cause,  even 
though  he  does  so  voluntarily,  he  cannot  be  examined  as  a  witness  •,  Blackwelder 
V.  Fisher,  4  Dev.  &  Batt.  204. 

Servants  and  agents,  though  interested,  are,  in  general,  admissible  as  witnesses 
from  necessity :  Fisher  v.  Willard,  13  Mass.  379 ;  Phillips  v.  Bridge,  11  Ibid. 
342 ;  Rice  v.  Grove,  22  Pick.  158  ;  Fuller  v.  Whedock,  10  Ibid.  135  ;  Alexander 
V.  Emersfm,  2  Litt  25  j  Phdps  v.  Sinclair,  2  N.  H.  554  ;  Sewall  v.  Fitch,  8  Cow. 
215 ;  Shepard  v.  Palmer,  6  Conn.  95 ;  lAvingston  v.  Swannick,  2  Dall.  300  ]  U, 
S.  Bank  v.  Steams,  15  Wend.  314 ;  Stafford  Bank  v.  Cornell,  1  N.  H.  193  ;  Bk, 
of  Kentucky  v.  MeWiUiams,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  256;  Wainright  v.  Straw,  15  Vt. 
215 ;  StringfeUow  v.  MarHott,  1  Ala.  573 ;  Stathard  v.  Call,  7  Mo.  318  ;  Doe  v. 
Himdick,  4  Blackf.  494 ;  Oilpin  v.  Howell,  5  Barr  41 ;  Bean  v.  Pearsall,  12  Ala. 
592;  Wright  v.  Rogers,  18  La.  Ann.  671 ;  The  State  v.  HoUoway,  8  Blackf.  45  ; 
NiehoUs  V.  Chiibor,  20  111.  255.  An  agent  is  competent  to  prove  his  own 
authority :  Kent  v.  Tyson,  20  N.  U.  121 ;  Miles  v.  Cook,  1  Grant  58 ;  Wolf  v. 
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rare,  and  confined  principallj  to  the  cases  of  a  servant  who  trans- 
acted his  master's  business,  and  who,  in  the  usual  course  of  affairs, 
was  the  only  person  who  could  give  evidence  for  his  master :  of  a  wife 
on  a  charge  against  the  husband  of  having  committed  a  violence  to  her 
person ;  and  of  one  who  brought  an  action  against  the  hundred  under 
the  statute  to  recover  the  value  of  the  property  pf  which  he  had  been 
robbed;  for  here,  from  the  very  nature  of  the  case,  it  was  highly 
improbable  that  he  should  be  able  to  adduce  any  witness  to  prove 
the  robbery.'  It  was  not  sufficient  that  the  inability  to  procure 
evidence  should  result  from  the  circumstances  of  a  particular  case, 
for  that  would  have  amounted  to  little  short  of  the  destruction  of  the 
general  rule ;  the  necessity  must  have  arisen  from  a  general  presump- 
tion arising  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  that  in  the  common  course 
of  human  affairs  there  would  be  a  defect  of  evidence  and  a  failure  of 
justice,  unless  such  evidence  was  admitted. 

Acting  upon  the  principle  of  these  exceptions  to  a  certain  extent, 
and  the  great  probability  that  in  trifling  transactions  the  parties 
themselves  would  be  the  only  persons  who  could  speak  to  them,  and 
regarding  also  the  limit  of  the  interest  which  the  restricted  nature  of 
their  jurisdiction  involved,  the  legislature,  in  establishing  courts  for 
the  recovery  of  small  debts,  formerly  provided  in  many  instances 
that  the  parties  themselves  should  be  competent  witnesses.  When 
these  tribunals  came  to  be  swept  away  by  the  provision  for  the  estab- 

'  Hnckn^  v.  InTutlntants  Be  Rotdj  2  Wms.  Sannd.  374  ;  2  Roll.  Abr.  685.  So 
in  cases  of  extortion  by  duresSf  7  Mod.  119, 120 ;  and  in  saing  for  penalties  under 
5  Anne,  c.  1,  s.  5:  R.  v.  Loekupj  1  Ford,  MSS.  542 ;  Willes  425,  n.  (c.)  *,  the 
plaintiff,  or  party  interested  might  be  a  witness.  And  see  Lock  v.  Hayton^  Fort. 
246 ;  also  the  instance  of  the  deposition  of  the  defendant  in  an  action  for  a  ma- 
licious prosecution  made  on  the  occasion  of  the  charge :  Jackson  v.  Bull^  2  M.  Jb 
Rob.  176. 

Smithy  14  Ind.  360 ;  Caldwell  y.  Wentvoorth,  16  N.  H.  318 ;  Pierey  y.  Nedriek, 
2  W.  Va.  458 ;  Manaway  y.  StaU,  44  Ala.  375. 

The  exception  to  this  rule  is  where  an  action  is  brought  against  the  principal 
or  master  to  recover  for  the  negligence  or  malfeasance  of  the  servant  or  agent : 
Railrod  Co,  y.  Kidd^  7  Dana  245 ;  Kewbold  y.  WiUdns,  1  Earring.  43 ;  Middle- 
kaufy.  Smithj  1  Md.  329;  McClwreY.  Whitesides,  2  Cart.  573.  An  agent  is 
incompetent  as  a  witness  when  he  has  been  guilty  of  any  tortious  act  or  negli- 
gence in  executing  the  orders  of  his  principal  in  respect  of  which  he  would  be 
liable  over  to  the  latter  should  he  fail  in  his  suit :  Ware  v.  Bennett,  18  Tex.  794. 
The  general  rule  is  that  an  agent  is  competent  for  his  principal,  except  in  cases 
where  the  principal  is  sued  on  account  of  the  negligence  of  the  agent )  Struthers 
y.  Kendall,  5  Wright  214 ;  Home  v.  Memphis  R.  R.  Co.,  1  Cald.  72 ;  Memphis  R. 
R.  Co.  y.  Tugwell,  Ibid.  91.    See  post  p.  122,  note  1. 
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lishment  of  the  County  Courts,^  the  question  of  the  exclusion  of  in- 
terested witnesses  necessarily  came  under  discussion,  and  it  was 
thought  more  beneficial,  upon  *the  whole,  to  enact  that  before   r^cogi 
those  tribunals  the  parties,  their  wives,  and  all  other  persons 
might  be  examined. 

Hence  immediately,  arose  a  great  inconsistency.  By  far  the 
greater  proportion  of  the  numerous  demands  recoverable  in  these 
were  also  recoverable  in  the  Superior  Courts;  in  the  former,  the 
evidence  of  the  party  was  to  be  weighed,  in  the  latter  it  was  to  be 
deemed  wholly  unworthy  of  trust.  It  thus  appeared  as  if  the  Supe- 
rior Courts  had  less  efficacious  means  of  testing  the  truth  of  evidence 
and  detecting  falsehood  than  these  inferior  tribunals.  The  plaintiff, 
too,  who  had  his  option  as  to  where  he  should  sue,  if  his  own  testi- 
mony would  bo  adverse,  or  he  knew  the  evidence  of  the  defendant 
could  establish  his  defence,  sued  in  the  Superior  Court  and  excluded 
the  evidence,  and  no  equivalent  option  was  given  to  a  defendant. 
The  jurisdiction  of  those  courts  having  been  considerably  enlarged 
and  a  far  wider  option  being  thus  afforded  to  plaintiffs,  and  the  mat- 
ters of  which  they  were  enabled  to  take  cognisance  having  become 
still  more  important,  it  was  deemed  unreasonable  any  longer  to  pre- 
serve a  distinction  between  the  practice  of  the  different  tribunals  in 
these  respects.  Hence  the  legislature,  in  the  last  session  of  Parlia- 
ment,^ abrogated  the  whole  of  the  exceptions  contained  in  Lord  Den- 
marCs  Act,  save  that  which  related  to  the  admissibility  of  the  hus- 
bands and  wives  of  the  several  persons  mentioned  in  those  excep- 
tions, and  enacted™  that  the  parties  to  any  proceeding  in  any  court, 
and  the  persons  in  whose  behalf  it  might  be  brought  or  defended, 
should  be  competent  and  compellable  to  give  evidence.  Suits  and 
proceedings,  however,  instituted  in  consequence  of  adultery,  and 
actions  for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage,  were  thought  to  stand  upon 
a  peculiar  footing,  and  therefore  such  proceedings  were  excepted. "^^ 

»  9  &  10  Vict  c.  95,  8.  83.  . 

>  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99,  post,  p.  140.  "  Sect.  2.  »  Sect.  4. 

^  There  are  many  cases  in  which  interested  persons  are  admitted  at  common 
law,  even  though  they  may  be  parties  to  the  record.  A  large  class  of  such  cases 
is,  where  one  party  is  allowed  to  prove  by  his  own  oath  his  book  of  original 
entries,  to  substantiate  a  charge  against  the  other  party  for  goods  sold  and  de- 
livered, or  for  work  and  labor  done  ;  but  it  does  not  subject  him  to  cross-exami- 
nation generally :  Eastman  v.  Moulion,  3  N.  H.  156  ;  Weed  v.  Bishop^  7  Conn. 
128  ;  Fredd  v.  Eves,  4  Earring.  385 ;  Webb  v.  Pindergrass,  Ibid.  439 ;  Bobbins 
V.  Merrittj  31  Me.  451.  The  plaintiff  in  an  action  is  admissible  to  prove  the 
value  of  his  property  which  the  defendant  has  been  guilty  of  a  felonious,  fraudu- 
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In  criminal  cases  the  examination  of  the  person  charged  has  ever 
been  regarded  in  England  with  great  aversion,  more  especially  as  the 

lent,  or  other  tortious  Interme^Jdling  with,  when  no  other  evidence  can  be  had 
of  the  amount  of  the  damages.:  Queener  v.  Morrow,  1  Cold.  123.  Another 
class  is,  where  a  party  is  admitted  to  prove  notice,  or  the  loss  of  a  paper,  or 
death  or  absence  of  a  snbscribinf;  witness,  as  preliminary  to  the  introduction  of 
secondary  evidence,  whenever  such  evidence  is  addressed  to  the  judge  merely : 
Jordan  v.  Cooper,  3  S.  &  R.  564 ;  Douglasi  v.  Sanderson^  2  Dall.  1 16 ;  (Jhamber- 
lain  V.  Oorham,  20  Johns.  144 ;  Satzdl  v.  Michael  3  W.  &  S.  329 ;  Juzan  v. 
Totdminy  9  Ala.  662 ;  Fitch  v.  Bogue,  19  Conn.  285 ;  Glasaell  v.  Mason,  32  Ala. 
719 ;  Stevens  v.  Reed,  37  N.  H.  49 ;  Morgan  v.  Jones,  2A  Ga.  155.  But  when 
demand  or  notice  is  a  substantive  fact,  necessary  to  make  out  the  case,  it  must 
be  proved,  as  other  facts,  by  competent  testimony ;  Grant  v.  Leaven,  4  Barr 
393.  So  a  party  suing  a  common  carrier  for  the  loss  of  a  trunk  containing 
personal  apparel,  has  been  admitted  to  testify  to  the  contents  on  the  principle 
of  necessity ;  Herman  v.  Drinkwater,  1  Greenl.  27  ;  County  v.  Leidy,  10  Barr 
45 ;  Spai^  V.  WiUman,  11  Mo.  230.  Contra :  Snow  v.  Eastern  R,  R.  Co.,  12 
Mete.  44 ;  Parmelee  v.  McNulty,  19  111.  556  ;  Oarvey  v.  Camden  is  Amboy  R.  R, 
Co.,  1  Hilt.  280 ;  Nolan  v.  Ohio  R.  R.  Co.,  39  Mo.  114  5  Williams  v.  Frost,  Ibid. 
518.  A  guest  is  a  competent  witness  to  prove  the  value  of  his  trunk  lost  at  an 
inn:  Kitchens  v.  Rohbins,  29  Ga.  713.  Contra:  Pope  v.  Hall,  14  La.  Ann.  693  ; 
Packard  v.  Northcrafl,  2  Mete.  (Ky.)  439.  But  in  such  an  action  it  was  held 
that  the  plaintiff  was  incompetent  to  prove  that  there  was  money  in  the  trunk, 
and  how  much :  David  v.  Moore,  2  W.  &  S.  230.  See  post,  p.  127,  note  1.  In 
many  of  the  United  States  the  provisions  of  statutes  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  85  and  14  & 
15  Vict.  c.  99  have  been  introduced.  Not  only  is  infamy  and  interest  no  longer 
available  objections,  but  parties  to  the  record,  and  even  defendanto  indicted  for 
misdemeanor.  When,  however,  one  party  to  a  contract  or  transaction  is  de- 
ceased or  has  become  insane  the  other  party  is  incompetent.  Husband  and  wife 
are  competent  witness  for,  but  not  against  each  other.  It  would  be  a  very  diffi- 
cult task  to  arrange  the  various  decisions  in  the  several  States  upon  these 
statotes.  They  depend,  in  a  great  measure,  upon  the  peculiar  phraseology  of 
the  enactments  and  would  not  bo  of  general  interest  or  importance. 

The  result  of  the  statute  allowing  parties  to  testify  has  not  been  to  blend  in 
one  the  different  characters  of  party  and  witness,  nor  to  obliterate  the  distinc- 
tion between  admissions  of  parties  against  interest  and  statements  out  of  cou|rt 
contradictory  to  their  testimony :  Hall  v.  The  Emily  Banning,  33  Cal.  522.  A 
party  who  becomes  a  witness  has  the  same  privilege  as  any  other  witness : 
Brandon  v.  People,  42  N.  T.  265.  Contra :  McGarry  v.  People,  2  Lans.  227. 
The  fact  that  the  party  does  not  offer  himself  as  a  witness  may  be  the  subject  of 
remark  to  the  jury :  State  v.  Bartlett,  55  Me.  200 ;  Devries  v.  Phillips,  63  N.  C. 
53.  Though  the  defendant  in  a  criminal  case  may  be  allowed  by  a  state  statute 
to  testify  in  his  own  behalf  in  a  state  court,  that  does  not  render  his  testimony 
admissible  in  the  oourto  of  the  United  States :  U.  States  v.  Hawthorne,  1  Dill. 
422. 

The  Act  of  Congress  (Revised  Statutes,  sect  858,  p.  162)  provides,  that  "in 
the  courte  of  the  United  States  no  witness  shall  be  excluded  in  any  action  on 
account  of  color  or  in  any  civil  action  because  he  is  a  party  to  or  interested  in 
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examination  of  a  person  so  charged  '''in  his  own  behalf  would  r^cooi 
involve  his  cross-examination  for  the  prosecution ;  therefore 
adhering  to  the  ancient  practice,  and  retaining  inviolate  the  principle 
that  no  man  shall  be  bound  to  criminate  himself,  the  statute  also  pro- 
vided that  it  should  not  in  criminal  proceedings  render  any  person 
charged  with  the  commission  of  any  indictable  offence,  or  any  offence 
punishable  on  summary  conviction,  competent  or  compellable  to  give 
evidence  for  or  against  himself,  or  to  render  any  person  compellable 
to  answer  any  question  tending  to  criminate  himself,  or  in  any  crimi- 
nal proceeding  render  any  husband  or  wife  competent  or  compellable 
to  give  evidence  for  or  against  each  other. 

The  first  great  safeguard  which  the  law  provides  for  the  ascertain- 
ment of  the  truth  in  ordinary  cases,  consists  in  requiring  all  evidence 
to  be  giyen  under  the  sanction  of  an  oath.  This  imposes  the  strongest 
obligation  upon  the  conscience  of  the  witness  to  declare  the  whole 
truth  that  human  wisdom  can  devise ;  a  wilful  violation  of  the  truth 
exposes  him  at  once  to  temporal  and  to  eternal  punishment. 

A  judicial  oath  may  be  defined  to  be  a  solemn  invocation  of  the 
vengeance  of  the  Deity  upon  the  witness,  if  he  do  not  declare  the 
whole  truth,  as  far  as  he  knows  it.® 

Hence  it  follows  that  all  persons  may  be  mfforn  9a  witnesses  who 
believe  in  the  existence  of  God,  in  a  future  state  of  rewards  and 
punishments,  and  in  the  obligation  of  an  oath,  that  is  who  believe 

*  Ett  atUem  Jusjurandum  religiosa  adseoeratio  per  invocationem  Dei  ianquam 
vuuUeis  si  jurahu  sciena  fefelleril.  Heinec.  pars  3,  8.  13.  See  Whewell,  Ele- 
ments of  Morality,  vol.  i.  p.  367  ;  Tyler  on  Oaths. 

the  issne  tried :  Provided|  that  in  actions  by  or  against  execators,  administrators 
orgaardians,  in  which  judgment  may  be  rendered  for  or  against  them,  neither 
party  shall  be  allowed  to  testify  against  the  other,  as  to  any  transaction  with  or 
statement  by  the  testator,  intestate  or  ward,  unless  called  to  testify  thereto  by 
the  opposite  party,  or  required  to  testify  thereto  by  the  court.  In  all  other 
respects  the  laws  of  the  state  in  which  the  court  is  held  shall  be  the  rules  of 
dedsion  as  to  the  competency  of  witnesses  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States  in 
trials  at  common  law,  and  in  equity  and  admiralty.^* 

The  law  by  which  the  admissibility  of  testimony  in  criminal  cases  must  be 
determined  is  the  law  of  the  state  as  it  was  when  the  courts  of  the  United  States 
vere  established  by  the  Judiciary  Act  of  1789  j  U.  StcUea  y.  Eeid,  12  Howard 
(Sap.  C.)  361.  The  statutory  enactments  of  the  states,  in  respect  to  evidence  in 
esses  at  common  law,  are  obligatory  upon  the  courts  of  the  United  States ; 
Wright  v.  BcUef,  2  Black  535.  And  see  as  to  the  construction  of  the  Act  of 
Congress ;  Green  v.  U.  StaUs,  9  Wall.  655 ;  lAtcaa  v.  Brooks^  18  Ibid.  436.  See 
PM<,  p.  122,  &c.,  as  to  the  English  statutes  upon  the  subject  of  the  competency 
of  witnesses. 
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that  Divine  punishment  will  be  the  consequence  of  perjury  ;^  and 
therefore  Jcws,'^  Mahometans,^  Gentoos,'  or  in  short,  persons  of  any 

P  Cowp.  389 ;  1  Raym.  282. 

^  Fachina  v.  Sabine,  Stra.  1104 ;  Morgan's  case,  Leach,  52 ;  2  Hawk.  c.  46,  s. 
152 ;  Omichund  v.  Barker,  1  Atk.  21 ;  1  Wils.  84 ;  Bex  v.  Taylor,  Peake  11. 

'  EamHssenseni  v.  Barker,  1  Atk.  19 ;  Omichund  v.  Barker,  Willes,  538 ;  1 
Smith,  L.  C.  195. 

^  There  are  some,  thoagh  not,  perhaps,  very  important  differences,  in  the  Ian- 
guage  of  the  decisions  of  various  courts  in  the  United  States,  on  this  subject. 
There  is  entire  unanimity  in  holding  that  the  witness  must  believe  in  the  exist- 
ence of  God  who  will  punish  falsehood  ;  but  though  some  cases  require  that  he 
should  believe  that  there  is  a  future  state  of  retribution,  others  do  not  go  to  this 
extent.  Of  the  former  class  are,  Wakefield  v.  Boss,  5  Mason  16  •,  Cusiiss  v. 
Strong,  4  Day  51 ;  Atwood  v.  Kdton,  7  Conn.  66.  Of  the  latter  class,  Butts  v. 
SwaritDood,  2  Cow.  431 ;  Noble  v.  People,  Breese  29;  Cubhison  v.  McCreary,  2 
W.  &  S.  262 ;  Blocker  v.  Bumess,  2  Ala.  354 ;  Brock  v.  Milligan,  10  Ohio  121 ; 
U.  States  V.  Kennedy,  3  McLean  175 ;  Jones  v.  Harris,  1  Strobh.  160 ;  Bennett  v. 
The  State,  1  Swan  411;  CommHh  v.  Winnemore,  2  Brewst.  378.  In  Virginia, 
no  person  is  incapacitated  from  being  a  witness  on  account  of  his  religious 
belief:  Perry^s  case,  3  Gratt.  632.  It  has  been  h^ld  that  an  adult  of  sound  mind 
is  not  to  be  questioned  as  to  his  religious  belief:  Jackson  v.  (rridley,  18  Johns. 
98 ;  ComrnHh  v.  Barker,  82  Mass.  33. 

Evidence  of  his  declarations  on  the  subject  may  be  received  aliunde:  Norton  v. 
iMdd,  4  N.  H.  444 ;  Beardsley  v.  Foot,  2  Root  399 ;  Scott  v.  Hooper,  14  Vt.  535 ; 
Arnold  v.  Arnold,  13  Vt.  363 ;  Thurston  v.  Whitney,  2  Cush.  104 ;  Anderson  v. 
Mayberry,  2  Heisk.  653.  Want  of  religious  belief  may  be  proved  at  the  option 
of  the  party  seeking  to  exclude  him,  either  by  the  voir  dire  or  by  evidence  of  his 
declarations  previously  made :  Harrd  v.  State,  1  Head  125.  But  an  honest 
change  of  opinion,  after  declarations  of  disbelief  proved,  may  be  shown  by  com- 
petent evidence :  Smith  v.  Coffin,  6  Shep.  157 ;  ComrnHh  v.  Batehelder,  Thacher^s 
Grim.  Cas.  191.  See  People  v.  Harper,  1  Edw.  Sel.  Gas.  130 ;  though  the  wit- 
ness himself  cannot  be  heard  in  explanation  or  denial:  Smith  v.  Coffin,  6  Shep. 
157 ;  The  State  v.  Toumsend,  2  Harring.  543 ;  ComrnHh  v.  Wyman,  Thacher's 
Grim.  Gas.  432.  Gontra,  that  the  witness  may  himself  be  examined :  Scott  v. 
Hooper,  14  Vt.  535.  The  defendant  called  a  witness,  to  whom  the  plaintiff  ob- 
jected, on  the  ground  of  an  alleged  want  of  religious  belief,  and  the  judge 
admitted  the  testimony  of  witnesses  in  support  of,  and  in  opposition  to,  the 
objection ;  and  afterwards  the  person  objected  to  was  examined  on  his  voir  dire, 
and  having  testified  to  his  belief,  was  admitted  to  give  evidence  in  chief;  held 
that  there  was  no  error  in  this :  Quinn  v.  Crowell,4'Whs,Tt,  334.  This  last  case, 
however,  was  really  decided  on  the  ground  that  there  is  no  bill  of  exceptions  in 
the  case  of  introductory  evidence  to  the  Gourt,  where  the  evidence  in  chief  was 
properly  admitted  or  excluded.  "What  boots  it,  then,  that,  even  were  the 
proper  course  otherwise,  parol  evidence  of  the  vritness^s  disqualification  was 
heard  before  he  himself  was  heard  ?  The  order  of  proof,  even  to  a  jury,  is  not 
the  subject  of  error ;  and  to  examine  him  to  his  own  competency  would  have 
assumed  the  fact  in  controversy,  which  it  was  determined,  in  Griffith  v.  Refordj 
(1  Rawle  197,)  cannot  be  done.''  Gibson,  G.  J.    See  post,  p.  116,  note  1. 
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sect  possessed  of  such  belief/  are  so  far  competent  ^witnesses.  r«oA^ 
Hence  also  it  follows  that  children  who  are  too  young  to  com- 
prehend the  nature  of  an  oath,^  and  adults,  who  from  mental  infirm- 
ity or  for  want  of  instruction  do  not  understand  this  solemn  obliga- 
tion, or  who  do  not  believe  in  the  existence  of  a  Deity,  or  in  a  state 
where  that  Deity  will  punish  perjury,"  cannot  be  admitted  as  wit- 
nesses ;  since,  in  all  these  cases,  either  from  want  of  understanding 
or  w^ant  of  belief,  that  obligation  to  speak  the  truth  is  wanting  which 
the  law  has  appointed  on  such  occasions  as  an  indispensable  security.^ 

"  1  Wils.  84;  Beg  v.  Entrehmanj  Gar.  &  M.  248;  and  see  note  (y),  postj  (41 
£•  G«  Ii>  R.). 

^  Vide  supra;  and  see  East,  P.  C.  441 ;  and  R,  v.  Powell,  Leach,  G.  G.  L.  128, 237. 

"An  atheist  is  not  competent ;  6.  N.  P.  262 ;  Bex  y.  Whitej  Leach,  G.  G.  L. 
483 ;  2>e  y.  Lee,  I  Atk.  43,  45  ;  Go.  Litt.  6 ;  2  Inst  479 ;  3  Inst.  165 ;  4  Inst.  279 ; 
Fleta,  b.  5,  c.  22;  Bract.  116.  See  Bexv.  Taylor,  Peake,  Ga.  Ni.  Pri.  11,  where 
Buller,  J.,  held  that  the  proper  question  to  be  asked  of  a  witness  is,  whether  he 
believes  in  God,  the  obligation  of  an  oath,  and  in  a  future  state  of  rewards  and 
punishments:  and,  in  Beg  y.  Serta,  2  Gar.  k  K.  (61  E.  G.  L.  R.)  56,  on  a  wit- 
ness stating  that  he  was  a  Ghristian,  Piatt,  B.,  refused  to  allow  the  witness  to 
be  asked  any  further  questions  before  he  was  sworn. 

^  The  capacity  of  a  witness  under  fourteen  years  is  to  be  determined  by  the 
Court ;  Commtk  y.  Hutchinson,  10  Mass.  225 ;  Anon.,  2  Penn.  930 ;  Van  Pdt  y. 
Van  Pdt,  Ibid.  657.  If  oyer  fourteen  years  of  age,  he  will  not  be  interrogated 
respecting  his  capacity,  unless  some  reason  creating  suspicion  be  shown :  Den  y. 
Vancleve,  2  South.  589.  The  eyidence  of  a  child  of  seyen  years  of  age,  corrobo- 
rated by  circumstances,  is  sufficient  to  justify  a  conyiction  of  a  capital  crime, 
although  that  eyidence  be  contradicted  by  the  eyidence  of  an  adult ;  the  credi- 
bility of  the  witnesses  being  left  to  the  jury ;  State  y.  Leblanc,  Gonst.  Rep.  354. 
In  a  criminal  trial  a  child  seyen  years  of  age  may  testify  ;  but  his  credibility  is 
a  matter  for  the  jury  to  consider.  Washburn  y.  People,  10  Mich.  372.  No  pre- 
cise age  is  filed  under  which  a  child  is  incompetent ;  it  depends  upon  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  Gourt  in  yiew  of  all  the  circumstances.  People  Y.Berndl,  10  Gal. 
6  i ;  State  y.  Denis,  19  La.  Ann.  119 ;  Kilbum  y.  Mvllin,  22  Iowa,  498;  Hanagan  y. 
State,  25  Ark.  92 ;  Warner  y.  State,  Ibid.  447  ;  Comm'ih  y.  Careg,  2  Brewst.  404. 

Idiots,  lunatics,  and  madmen  are  not  competeift  witnesses :  Livingston  y.  J7ter- 
sied,  10  John.  362 ;  Evans  y.  Hettick,  7  Wheat.  453 ;  Armstrong  y.  Timmons,  3 
Barring.  342.  To  exclude  a  witness  from  testifying  as  being  non  compos,  or  an 
idiot,  the  fact  must  be  proyed  by  other  testimony,  and  not  by  a  preliminary  ex- 
amination of  the  witness,  and  eyen  if  the  Gourt  haye  any  discretion,  still  it  is 
not  error  for  them  to  refuse  to  allow  it ;  Bobinson  y.  Dana,  16  Yt.  474.  The 
question  whether  a  person  who  is  offered  as  a  witness  is  insane  at  the  time  is 
for  the  Gourt ;  aliter  insanity  at  the  time  of  the  transaction  to  which  he  testifies 
is  for  the  jury ;  Holcomb  y.  Holcomb,  28  Gona.  177.  A  witness  who  is  intoxi- 
cated, ought  not  to  be  sworn  or  permitted  to  testify ;  Hartford  y.  Palmer,  16 
Johns.  143 ;  Gould  y.  Crawford,  2  Barr,  89.  It  is  no  objection  to  a  witness  that 
he  has  been  found  an  habitual  drunkard,  under  the  proyisions  of  an  Act  of 
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As  the  object  of  the  oath  is  to  bind  the  conscience  of  the  witness, 
it  follows  that  some  form  of  swearing  must  be  used  which  the  witness 
considers  to  be  binding.  On  the  principles  of  the  common  law,  no 
particular  form  is  essential  to  the  oath ;  and  therefore  every  witness 
is  now'  sworn  according  to  the  form  which  he  holds  to  be  the  most 
solemn,  and  which  is  sanctified  by  the  usage  of  the  country  or  of  the 
sect  to  which  he  belongs/  A  Jew  is  sworn  upon  the  Pentateuch," 
r^g-1  n  and  a  Turk  upon  the  *Koran  ;*•  so  it  has  been  held  that  a 
Scotch  covenanter**  may  be  sworn  according  to  the  form  of  his 
sect,  by  holding  up  his  hand  without  kissing  the  book.  A  Jew  who 
has  never  formally  renounced  the  religion  of  his  ancestors,  but  con- 
siders himself  to  be  a  member  of  the  established  church,  may  be  sworn 
on  the  Gospels.** 

*  Cowp.  389 ;  Colt  V.  Duiion,  2  Sid.  6 ;  Ry.  &  M.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  77.  By  the 
8tat.  1  &  2  Vict  c.  105,  every  person  shall  be  bound  by  an  oath,  which  shall 
have  been  administered  in  such  form  and  with  such  ceremonies  as  he  may 
declare  to  be  binding,  and  is  liable  to  be  indicted  thereon  for  perjury. 

^  It  was  formerly  doubted  whether  the  oath  must  not  be  taken  on  the  Old  or 
New  Testament ;  2  Hale  279  ;  but  it  was  afterwards  settled  that  it  need  not ;  1 
Atk.  21 ;  2  Eq.  Ca.  Abr.  397 ;  1  Wils.  84 ;  Cowp.  390. 

■  It  was  held  that  Jews  might  be  sworn  on  the  Pentateuch  previous  to  their 
expulsion  from  England ;  i,  e,  before  the  18  Edw.  I.,  when  they  were  first  expelled 
from  the  kingdom  :  WelU  v.  Williams,  1  Ld.  Raym.  282 ;  Yem.  263 ;  Oowp.  389. 
See  Seld.  torn.. 2,  fol.  1467,  as  to  the  form  of  swearing  a  Jew,  Ump,  Edw.  I. 

*  Fachina  v.  Sabine,  Stra.  1104 ;  Morgan's  case,  Leach,  C.  G.  L.  64. 

*•  Per  Lord  Mansfield,  Cowp.  390 ;  Bex  v.  Mildrone,  Leach,  C.  C.  L.  459  j  Met 
V.  Read,  Peake,  Ca.  Ni.  Pri.,  23 ;  Rex  v.  Fiizpairick,  Leach,  459;  2  Sid.  6,  Colt 
V.  Button,  When  Lord  Hardwicke  was  desired  to  appoint  a  form  for  swearing 
the  Gentoos,  he  eaid  that  it  was  improper,  and  that  it  must  be  taken  according 
to  the  form  which  they  held  to  be  the  most  solemn  :  Ramkissensent  v.  Barker,  1 
Atk.  19. 

"  R.  V.  Gilham,  1  Esp.  C.'285.  A  member  of  a  religious  sect  which  objects  to 
the  ceremony  of  kissing  the  book,  may  be  sworn  without  it :  Mee  v.  Read,  Peake, 
C.  23 ;  Mildrone's  ease,  Leach,  C.  C.  L.  459 ;  Colt  v.  Dutton,  2  Sid.  6.  A  wit 
ness.being  of  the  Methodist  persuasion,  refusing  to  be  sworn  on  the  New  Testa- 
ment, was  permitted  to  be  sworn  on  the  Old,  stating  he  considered  it  binding  on 
his  conscience ;  Edmonds  v.  Rowe,  Ry.  &  M.  (21  £.  C.  L.  R.)  77 ;  and  see  1  & 
2  Vict,  c  105,  suproj  note  (x). 

Assembly  depriving  such  persons  of  legal  competency  to  act:  Oebhart  v.  Shindle, 
15  S.  &  R.  235.  A  deaf  and  dun^b  person,  capable  of  relating  facts  correctly 
by  signs,  may  give  evidence  by  signs  through  the  medium  of  an  interpreter, 
though  it  appear  that  such  person  can  read  and  write,  and  communicate  ideas 
imperfectly  by  writing :  The  State  v*  De  Wolf,  8  Conn.  93 :  Snyder  v.  NcUions, 
5  Blackf.  295. 

^  Swearing  by  the  uplifted  hand  is  recognised  as  a  lawful  oath,  independent 
entirely  of  the  provision  of  any  statute  allowing  it :  Gill  v.  CaHdweil,  Breese  28 ; 
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The  testimony  most  be  sanctioned,  not  merely  by  an  oath,  but  by 
a  judicial  oath,  in  the  course  of  a  regular  proceeding,  administered 
by  an  authorized  person  ;  for  if  the  oath  were  extrajudicial,  the  wit- 
ness could  not  be  punished  for  committing  perjury  under  that  oath, 
and  therefore  one  of  the  securities  for  truth  which  the  law  has  pro- 
vided would  be  wanting.  Hence,  although  every  other  legal  requi- 
site may  concur  to  render  what  a  party  has  sworn  admissible,  and 
although  the  fullest  opportunity  has  been  afforded  to  the  opposite 
party  to  cross-examine  the  witness,  yet  if  the  oath  was  extrajudicial, 
the  testimony  given  under  it  is  not  admissible.  A  further  objection 
to  such  evidence  is,  that  the  party  against  whom  it  was  offered  was 
not  bound  to  notice  it,  and  he  ought. not  to  be  placed  in  a  worse 
situation  by  omitting  to  make  himself  a  party  to  an  extrajudicial 
*and  illegal  proceeding.  This  doctrine  and  the  minor  distinc-  r^coo-i 
tions  arising  upon  it,  will  be  more  fully  discussed  hereafter, 
when  the  different  cases  relating  to  the  reception  of  judicial  proceed- 
ings in  evidence  are  considered;  for  the  present,  it  may  suffice  to 
observe,  that  it  is  a  general  rule  that  testimony  given  under  an  oath 
merely  extrajudicial,  cannot  afterwards  be  admitted  in  evidence,  for 
the  reasons  already  stated. 

There  are  two  exceptions  to  the  general  rule ;  the  case  of  declara- 
tions made  by  a  person  under  the  apprehension  of  impending  dis- 
solution, and  the  exception  introduced  by  the  express  provisions  of 
the  legislature  in  favor  of  the  religious  scruples  of  Quakers  and 
■pme  others.  The  principle  upon  which  the  first  of  these  exceptions 
swids  is  very  clear  and  obvious ;  it  is  presumed  that  a  person  who 
knows  that  his  dissolution  is  fast  approaching,  that  he  stands  on  the 
verge  of  eternity,  and  that  he  is  to  be  called  to  an  immediate  account 

BoBB  v.  Birks^  11  Hump.  431.  Id  Massachusetts,  the  liberty  to  affirm  is  con- 
fined  strictly  to  Quakers ;  U,  States  v.  Coolidge,  2  Gallis.  364.  A  witnesSf  who 
has  no  objection  to  being  sworn,  cannot  be  affirmed :  Williamson  v.  Carroll^  1 
Harrison  217.  Oaths  are  to  be  administered  to  all  persons  according  to  their 
opinions,  and  as  it  most  affects  their  consciences :  Gill  v.  Caldwell^  Breese,  28. 
The  oath  of  a  Jew,  complainant  to  an  injunction  bill,  must  be  made  according 
to  the  forms  and  solemnities  of  the  Jewish  religion :  Newman  v.  Newman^  3 
Ualst,  Ch.  Rep.  26.  The  manner  of  administering  an  oath  or  affirmation  in  a 
eoart  of  record,  proceeding  according  to  the  course  of  the  common  law,  is  pre- 
sumed to  be  correct  and  legal,  unless  it  appear  to  be  otherwise  on  the  face  of  the 
record:  Coxe  ▼.  Field,  1  Green  215.  A  Chinaman,  who  stated  that  he  did  not 
know  the  name  of  the  book  he  was  sworn  on,  but  that  he  believed  that  if  he 
would  state  anything  untrue  the  Court  would  punish  him,  and  that  after  his 
death  he  would  **  go  down  there,'^  making  an  emphatic  gesture  downward  with 
his  hand,  was  hifld  to  be  competent.     The  Aferrimac,  1  Benedict  490. 


32  EXCLUDING    PRINCIPLES. 

for  all  that  he  has  done  amiss,  before  a  Judge  from  whom  no  secrets 
are  hid,  will  feel  as  strong  a  motive  to  declare  the  truth,  and 
to  abstain  from  deception,  as  any  person  who  acts  under  the  obli- 
gation of  an  oath.*^  But  so  jealous  is  the  law  of  any  deviation  from 
the  general  rule,  that  it  confines  the  exception  to  the  necessity  of  the 
case,  and  only  renders  such  declarations  admissible  when  they  relate 
to  the  cause  of  death,  and  are  tendered  on  a  criminal  charge  respect- 
ing it.*  The  exception  in  favor  of  Quakers,  formerly  confined  to  civil, 
has  lately  been  extended  to  criminal  proceedings,  and  similar  provi- 
sions have  been  made  in  favor  of  some  other  religious  sects.* 
L  -'  *The  rank  or  age  of  the  party  in  no  case  forms  an  exception. 
A  peer  of  the  realm  cannot  give  evidence  without  being  sworn,"  and 
will  incur  a  contempt  of  court  if  he  refuses  to  be  sworn."  It  is  not 
settled  that  the  testimony  of  a  child  cannot  be  received  except  upon 
oath,**  although  the  contrary  practice  once  prevailed.' 

Formerly,  the  general  rule  did  not  extend  to  the  witnesses  ex- 
amined on  behalf  of  prisoners  charged  upon  an  indictmenfi  with 
felony  or  treason ;'  an  exception  which  certainly  was  not  founded  in 

'  This  being  the  groond  of  the  exception,  it  has  been  held  that  if  the  declarant 
was  an  infant  too  young  to  comprehend  such  a  sanction,  the  declaration  is  not 
admissible ;  Rex  v.  Pike,  3  C.  &  P.  (14  E.  C.  L.  R.)  698. 

•  R,  V.  Mead,  2  B.  &  C.  (9  E.  C.  L.  R.)  605. 

*  By  the  stat.  9  Geo.  IV.  c.  32,  Quakers  and  Moravians  are  admitted  to  give 
evidence  upon  their  solemn  affirmation  in  all  cases,  criminal  as  well  as  civil.  By 
the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  49,  their  affirmation  has  the  same  force  and  effect  as 
an  oath  in  the  usual  form.  By  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  82,  similar  provisions 
are  extended  to  Separatists ;  and,  in  consequence  of  the  decision  in  Doran's  case, 
2  Mood,  G.  0.  37,  by  the  stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  o.  77,  to  persons  who,  having  been 
Quakers  or  Moravians,  have  ceased  to  be  such. 

»  Rex  V.  Lord  Preston,  Salk.  278. 

"  Ibid.  And  it  has  been  said  that  the  same  rule  applies  to  the  Sovereign 
himself;  2  Rol.  Abr.  686 ;  Hob.  213 ;  but  in  the  time  of  Gar.  I.  the  question  was 
not  allowed  to  be  agitated ;  1  Pari.  His.  43.  See  3  Woodeson  276  ;  Gom.  Dig. 
Testmoigne,  A. 

^  Rex  V.  BraHer,  Leach,  G.  G.  L.  3d  ed.  237 ;  Ibid.  128 ;  and  see.  the  canes. 
East,  P.  G.  441 ;  Pike's  case,  3  G.  &  P.  (14  E.  G.  L.  R.)  698 ;  R.  v.  Williams,  7 
G.  &  P.  320 ;  and  post,  tit.  iNrANT. 

^  The  Gonrt  should  hear  the  information  of  children  not  of  discretion  to  be 
sworn  without  oath ;  1  Hale,  H.  P.  G.  634 ;  2  Hale,  H.  P.  G.  279,  284.  Bat 
Lord  Ilale  adds,  that  such  testimony  is  not  sufficient  of  itself;  1  Hale,  H.  P.  G. 
634. 

^  But  the  evidence  for  a  defendant  upon  an  appeal,  or  on  an  indictment  or  in- 
formation for  a  misdemeanor,  was  always  on  oath ;  1  Sid.  211,  325. 

'  2  Hale,  283 ;  2  Bulstr.  147  ;  Rex  v.  Throgmorton,  State  Tr.  1  M. ;  Hawk.  o. 
36 ;  Rex  V.  College,  3  Inst.  79  ;  4  State  Tr.  178 ;  Gro.  Gar.  292.    * 
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principle,  and  which  was  reprobated  by  Lord  Coke."  The  statute  4 
Jac.  I.  c.  1,  directed,  that  upon  the  trial  of  offenders  in  the  three 
northern  counties,  for  oifences  committed  in  Scotland,  the  defendants' 
witnesses  should  be  examined  upon  oath ;  and  a  like  provision  was 
made  by  the  stat.  7  Will.  III.  c.  3,  in  all  cases  of  treason  which 
worked  corruption  of  blood.  The  exception  was  finally  and  generally 
abolished  by  the  *stat.  1  Anne,  c.  9,  s.  3,  which  directed  that  i^o^-i 
the  witnesses  for  the  prisoner  should  be  sworn  in  all  eases. 

The  recent  Bankruptcy  Acts^  have  also  introduced  another  excep- 
tion, so  far  as  the  examination  of  the  bankrupts  and  their  wives 
before  the  Commissioners  is  concerned,  by  directing  that  on  that 
inquiry  they  shall  not  be  sworn,  but  make  and  sign  a  declaration 
that  they  will  speak  the  truth,  for  a  violation  of  which  they  may  be 
indicted. 

It  will  presently  be  seen  under  what  circumstances  evidence  is 
admissible,  though  it  want  the  sanction  of  an  oath. 

And  next,  the  power  given  to  the  party  against  whom  evidence  is 
offered,  of  cross-examining  the  witness  upon  whose  authority  the 
evidence  depends,  constitutes  a  strong  test  both  of  the  ability  and  of 
the  willingness  of  the  witness  to  declare  the  truth.  By  this  means, 
the  opportunity  which  the  witness  had  of  ascertaining  the  fact  to 
which  he  testifies,  his  ability  to  acquire  the  requisite  knowledge,  his 
powers  of  memory,  his  situation  with  respect  to  the  parties,  his 
motives,  are  severally  examined  and  scrutinized. 

It  is  not  intended  in  this  place  to  enter  into  a  detail  of  the 
numerous  consequences  which  follow  from  the  adoption  of  this  test." 
It  may  be  observed,  generally,  that  it  operates  to  the  exclusion  of  all 
that  is  usually  described  as  res  inter  alios  acta  ;  that  is,  to  all  declara- 
tions and  acts  of  others  which  tend  to  conclude  or  affect  the  rights  of 
a  mere  stranger. 

Thus  the  depositions  of  witnesses  before  magistrates,  under  the 
statutes  of  Philip  and  Mary,  and  the  late  stat.  7  Geo.  lY.  c.  64,  are 
not  admissible  against  the  accused,  unless  he  has  had  an  opportunity 
to  cross-examine  those  witnesses. 

The  voluntary  affidavit  of  a  stranger  is  not  evidence  rjnoc-i 
^against  one  who  had  not  the  power  to  cross-examine  him.' 

'  3  Inst.  79.    The  practice  was  derived  from  the  civil  law ;  4  Bl.  Com.  352. 
» 8  &  9  Vict  .c.  48,  8.  1 ;  12  &  13  Vict  c.  106,  bs.  117,  118. 
'  See  tit.  JuDGHKNTS — Dkpositions. 

»  Bac.  Abr.  Ev.  627  ;  Sty.  446 ;  Bao.  Abr.  Ev.  628 ;  and  see  Rex  v.  EHth,  8 
East  539 ;  Sir  John  Fenwick's  case,  Obj.  4  j  5  State  Tr.  69. 
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An  ansT^er  in  Chancery  is  not  evidence  against  one  who  neither  was 
a  party  to  the  suit,  nor  claims  in  privity  with  a  party  who  had  the 
opportunity.^  And,  in  general,  the  mere  act,  declaration  or  entry  of 
a  stranger,  as  to  any  particular  fact,  is  not  evidence  against  any 
other  person,'  so  as  to  conclude  or  affect  him. 

To  satisfy  this  principle,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  party  on 
whose  authority  the  statement  rests  should  be  present  at  the  time 
when  his  evidence  is  used,  in  order  that  he  may  then  be  cross- 
examined  ;  it  is  sufficient  if  the  party  against  whom  it  was  offered 
has  cross-examined,  or  has  had  the  opportunity,  having  been  legally 
called  upon  to  do  so  when  the  statement  was  made.  Hence  it  is 
that  examinations  or  depositions  taken  in  a  cause  or  proceeding 
between  the  same  parties  are  evidence,  the  witnesses  or  deponents 
being  dead ;  for  in  such  case,  the  party  has  had,  or  might  have  had, 
the  benefit  of  a  cross-examination.  With  respect  to  these  classes  of 
cases,  it  is  worthy  of  notice,  that  if  the  party  might  have  had  the 
benefit  of  a  cross-examination  in  the  course  of  a  judicial  proceeding, 
it  is  the  same  thing  as  if  he  had  actually  availed  himself  of  the 
opportunity.  It  is  also  to  be  observed,  that  if  the  examination  or 
deposition  was  taken  in  the  course  of  an  extrajudicial  proceeding, 
it  will  not  afterwards  be  admissible  in  evidence,  although  the  witness 
be  since  dead ;  because  the  party  against  whom  the  evidence  is  offered 
was  under  no  obligation  to  pay  any  attention  to  it.^ 

This  test  of  truth  not  only  excludes  evidence  of  mere  hearsay,  for 
there  the  party  on  whose  authority  the  statement  rests  cannot  be 
P^op-i  cross-examined;  but  also  decrees  '''and  judgments  in  private 
matters,  in  causes  to  which  the  party  against  whom  they  are 
offered  was  not  privy,  and  consequently  where  he  had  not  the  oppor- 
tunity to  cross-examine  the  witnesses  on  whose  testimony  the  judg- 
ment or  decree  was  founded.  For,  as  it  would  be  dangerous  to 
admit  the  testimony  of  a  witness  given  upon  a  former  occasion, 
where  the  party  to  the  present  cause  had  no  opportunity  to  cross- 
examine  him,  it  would  be  equally  so  to  admit  the  judgment  or  decree 
which  is  founded  upon  that  testimony ;  it  would  be  indirectly  giving 
full  effect  to  evidence  which  is  in  itself  inadmissible.^ 

^  Ilardres.  315.  ■  See  Index,  tit.  Res  inter  alios. 

*  See  tit.  Res  inter  alios — Judicial  Proceedinos,  &c. 

'  It  seems  hardly  necessary  to. note  that  the  subject-matter  of  dispute  must 
be  the  same  in  both  cases :  WdUcer  v.  Walker^  16  S.  &  R.  379 ;  Taylor  v.  Boank 
of  Illinois,  7  Monr.  576.  Where  the  subject-matter  is  the  same,  though  the 
parties  are  not  the  same,  it  is  enough  that  they  are  in  privity :  Cooper  v.  SmUk^ 
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It  IS,  however,  to  be  observed,  that  there  is  one  class  of  cases 
where  decrees  or  judgments  are  evidence  against  a  party,  although 
he  was  not  actually  privy  to  the  proceeding  or  suit  in  which  the 
judgment  or  decree  was  pronounced.  This  happens  where  the  suit 
or  proceeding  does  not  relate  to  a  mere  private  transaction  between 
individuals  or  particular  parties,  but  to  some  more  public  subject- 
matter  beyond  the  mere  rights  of  the  litigants,  in  which  the  public 
possesses  an  interest.  It  will  be  necessary  hereafter  to  consider 
these  cases  with  some  minuteness  ;  for  the  present,  it  may  suflSce  to 
advert  to  them  generally,  and  briefly  to  state  the  principle  on  which 
such  evidence  is  admissible ;  and  how  far  it  is  inconsistent  with  the 
general  and  ordinary  rule,  that  a  party  is  not  to  be  aifected  either 
by  any  testimony  or  judgment  founded  upon  that  testimony,  where 

8  Watte  536  ;  Merrill  v.  Billy  6  Sm.  &  Marsh.  730.  The  question  of  boundary 
is  a  peculiar  one.  There  a  deposition  may  be  read,  though  not  regularly  taken 
in  a  judicial  proceeding,  because  it  is  a  case  in  which  even  hearsay  is  admissible 
under  certain  restrictions :  Montgomery  v.  Dickey ^  2  Yeates  212 :  Bakert  v.  Day, 
3  Wash.  C.  0.  243.  Depositions  cannot  be  read,  unless  taken  in  reference  to  an 
issue  made  up  at  the  time  they  were  taken :  Morrow  v.  Hatfield,  6  Humph.  108. 

The  testimony  of  a  deceased  witness  may  be  givenjn  evidence  upon  a  siibse- 
qnent  trial  of  the  same  cause.  It  is  also  competent,  in  a  subsequent  suit  between 
the  same  parties  or  their  privies,  provided  the  point  in  issue  be  the  same  :  Orr 
V.  SadUy,  36  N.  U.  575.  To  render  it  admissible  it  is  not  material  that  the  par- 
ties should  be  identical,  or  that  there  be  complete  mutuality  in  respect  to  their 
relation  to  each  other.  It  is  enough  if  the  same  matter  was  in  issue  in  both  cases, 
and  those  against  whom  the  deposition  is  offered,  or  those  under  whom  they 
claim  had  the  opportunity  of  cross-examination :  Wade  v.  Kingy  19  III.  301  *, 
Haupht  V.  Henninger,  1  Wright  138 ;  Cannon  v.  White,  16  La.  Ann.  85.  See 
Woods  V.  Keyes,  14  Allen  236  •,  CantreU  v.  Hewlett,  2  Buck  311  ;  Wilder  v.  St, 
Paul,  12  Minn.  192  ;  Adair  v.  Adair,  39  Ga.  75  ;  State  v.  Staples,  47  N.  H.  113 ; 
Camden  B,  B,  Co,  v.  Stewart,  4  Green  343  ;  Cook  v.  Stout,  47  111.  530;  O'Brien 
V.  Comen,  6  Burke  563  ;  Bimey  v.  Mitchell,  34  N.  J.  Law  337. 

The  notes  of  an  attorney  of  the  testimony  of  a  deceased  witness,  taken  on  a 
former  trial  of  the  same  cause,  which  he  swears  he  believes  to  be  correct,  though 
he  does  not  remember  the  evidence,  are  admissible :  Ashe  v.  De  Bossett,  5  Jones 
(Law)  299.  The  notes  are  inadmissible  as  evidence  per  se;  but  the  attorney 
may  testify  as  to  the  evidence  of  the  deceased  witness,  and  will  be  allowed  to 
use  his  notes  as  memoranda  to  refresh  his  memory :  Waters  v.  Waters,  35  Md. 
531.  Evidence  of  the  testimony  of  a  deceased  witness  at  a  former  trial  of  a 
criminal  charge  is  admissible  at  a  second  trial  for  the  same  offence :  Pope  v. 
State,  22  Ark.  371.  The  sabstance  of  testimony  given  on  a  former  trial  by  a 
witness  now  deceased  is  admissible  :  Ihrammdl  v.  Hemphill,  27  Ga.  525.  A  wit- 
ness is  not  competent  to  testify  to  what  a  deceased  witness  stated  on  a  former 
trial,  unless  he  can  state  the  sabstance  of  the  whole  of  his  evidence :  Tibbetis  v. 
Flanders,  18  N.  H.  284 ;  Home  v.  WiUiams,  23  Ind.  37 ;  Thurmond  v.  TrammeU, 
28  Tex.  371  -,  Burson  v.  HunUngton^  21  Mich.  415. 
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he  has  not  had  an  opportunity  to  cross-examine  the  \vitness  and  to 
controvert  his  testimony.  In  many  instances  a  court  possesses  a 
jurisdiction  which  enables  it  to  pronounce  on  the  nature  and  qualities 
of  a  particular  subject-matter,  where  the  proceeding  is,  as  it  is  tech- 
nically termed  in  rem :  as  where  the  Ordinary  or  the  Court  Chris- 
tian decides  upon  questions  of  marriage  or  bastardy ;  or  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  upon  condemnations ;  or  the  Court  of  Admiralty  upon 
questions  of  prize ;  or  a  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  upon  settlement 
cases.  *Deci8ions  of  this  nature,  as  will  be  seen,**  are  for  the 
1-  J  most  part  binding  and  conclusive  upon  all  the  world.  At 
present  it  is  to  be  observed,  in  the  first  place,  that  this  class  of  cases 
is  scarcely  to  be  considered  as  an  exception  to  the  general  rule: 
because,  in  most  instances,  every  one  who  can  possibly  be  affected  by 
the  decision  may,  if  he  choose,  be  admitted  to  assert  his  rights  to 
cross-examine  and  to  controvert  by  evidence.  But,  secondly,  if  this 
class  of  cases  is  to  be  considered  as  forming  an  exception  to  the 
general  rule,  it  is  a  necessary  exception,  since  in  such  cases  a  final 
adjudication  is  absolutely  essential  to  the  interests  of  society,  which 
require  that  the  subject-matter  should  be  settled  and  ascertained,  and 
cannot  bear  that  such  questions  should  be  left  in  a  precarious,  doubt- 
ful, and  fluctuating  state.  For  example :  the  Spiritual  Court  has  an 
immediate  and  direct  jurisdiction  upon  the  validity  of  marriages :  a 
jurisdiction  which  involves  questions  of  the  greatest  importance  to 
society  in  general — rights  of  property — questions  of  bastardy — and 
even  criminal  liabilities.  It  is  therefore  obviously  essential  to  the 
existence  of  such  a  jurisdiction  for  useful  and  beneficial  purposes, 
that  its  adjudication  upon  the  subject-matter  should  be  binding  upon 
all ;  it  would  be  in  vain  that  a  sentence  of  nullity  of  marriage  should 
be  pronounced  in  a  Spiritual  Court,  if  the  marriage  could  still  be 
considered  in  courts  of  law  to  exist  as  to  all  the  legal  rights  and 
consequences  of  a  valid  marriage;  and  it  would  produce  infinite 
inconvenience  and  confusion,  if  the  same  marriage  could  be  con- 
sidered as  existing  for  some  purposes,  but  not  as  to  all ;  not  to  men- 
tion the  great  evil  of  permitting  interminable  litigation  on  the  same 
question,  which  would  be  left  open  to  dispute  as  often  as  the  fluctua- 
tion of  times  and  of  circumstances  introduced  new  interests,  and 
brought  fresh  litigants  into  the  field. 

♦There  is  another  exception  to  the  general  rule,  in  the  case 
1-  -*  where  a  declaration  made  by  a  person  in  extremis,  and  under 
the  apprehension  of  approaching  dissolution,  is  received  in  eyidence ; 

^  See  Judgments,  &c.,  in  Rem. 
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for  such  declarations  are  admitted  to  be  proved,  although  the  party 
against  whom  they  are  offered  was  not  present,  and  therefore  had 
not  an  opportunity  to  cross-examine  and  elicit  the  whole  of  the 
truth.  But  as  this  is  an  exception  to  a  rule  which  is  in  general  to 
be  considered  as  absolutely  essential  to  the  ascertainment  of  truth, 
it  is  to  be  received  with  the  greatest  caution,  and  is  never  admitted, 
unless  the  court  be  first  satisfied  that  the  party  who  made  the  decla- 
ration was  under  the  impression  of  approaching  death,  and  unless  it 
relate  to  the  cause  of  his  death  and  be  tendered  on  a  criminal  charge 
respecting  it.^  It  has  indeed  been  said,  that  the  depositions  of  wit- 
nesses taken  in  the  absence  of  the  prisoner  before  justices  of  the 
peace,  and  before  coroners,  by  virtue  of  the  statutes  1  &  2  Philip  & 
Mary,  c.  10 ;  2  &  3  Philip  &  Mary,  c.  13 ;  and  7  Geo.  IV.,  c.  64 ; 
were  admissible  in  evidence  against  the  prisoner  after  the  death  of 
the  deponent;  but  it  is  now  settled  that  such  depositions  before 
justices  are  not  admissible,  unless  the  prisoner  was  present,  and  had 
the  benefit  of  cross-examination ;°  and  depositions  taken  by  coroners, 

°  See  tit.  Depositions. 

'  A  dying  declaration  having  been  admitted  in  evidence,  evidence  that  the  de- 
ceased was  a  disbeliever  in  a  future  state  of  reward  and  punishments,  is  admis- 
sible to  discredit  it :  GoodaU  v.  State,  1  Oreg.  333  ;  Neshit  v.  State,  43  Ga.  238. 

Dying  declarations  are  inadmissible  unless  the  declarant  believed  that  death 
was  impending  not  distant,  and  unless  death  actually  ensued :  KUpatrick  v.  The 
CommUh,  7  Cas.  198 ;  State  v.  Cornish,  5  Harring.  502 ;  BalVs  case,  14  Gratt. 
613;  Thompson  v.  State,  24  Ga.  297 ;  McHuyh  v.  State,  31  Ala.  317 ;  Brovni  v. 
^te,  32  Miss.  433;  Bobbins  v.  State,  8  Ohio  (N.  S.)  131 ;  State  v.  Nash,  7 
Clarke  347 ;  State  v.  Centre,  35  Vt.  378  ;  People  v.  Sanchez,  2A  Cal.  17  ;  Murphy  v. 
People,  37  111.  447 ;  Benavides  v.  State,  31  Tex.  579 ;  Uachett  v.  People,  54  Barb. 
370;  Morgan  v.  State,  31  Ind.  193 ;  People  v.  Perry,  8  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  27  ;  Jack- 
son V.  Commrth,  19  Gratt  656;  Young  v.  CommHh,  6  Buck  312;  State  v.  Quick, 
15  Rich.  (Law)  342;  Whitley  v.  State,  38  Ga.  50;  People  v.  Vernon,  35  Cal.  49; 
Comm'th  V.  Deasmon,  12  Allen  535;  People  v.  Knapp,  1  Edm.  Sel.  Cas.  177  ; 
Siaie  v.  Wilson,  23  La.  Ann.  558  ;  Dixon  v.  State,  13  Fla.  636 ;  Barnett  v.  People, 
54  111.  325 ;  Comm'th  v.  Britton,  1  Camp.  13 ;  Hill  v.  State,  41  Ga.  484 ;  Duling  v. 
Johnson,  32  Ind.  155.  The  declaration,  however,  must  state  facts,  not  opinions 
merely :  State  v.  Williams,  67  N.  C.  12 ;  Wroo  v.  State,  20  Ohio  St.  460.  It  is 
restricted  to  the  trial  of  the  identical  homicide  of  the  person  who  makes  the 
declaration:  Hudson  v.  State,  3  Cald.  355.  As  to  the  admissibility  of  such 
declarations  in  civil  suits  see  Insurance  Co,  v.  Mosley,  8  Wall.  397  ;  Contra, 
Wooten  V.  Wilkins,  39  Ga.  223 ;  Marshall  v.  Chicago  R,  B,  Co,,  45  111.  475.  The 
declarations  of  persons  injured  as  to  their  pains  and  symptoms  are  admissible : 
Maiteson  v.  New  York  R.  R.  Co,,  62  Barb.  364 ;  Towle  v.  Blake,  48  N.  II.  92 ; 
Taylor  v.  Grand  Trunk  R,  R,  Co,,  Ibid.  304;  Parkey  v.  Yeary,  1  Ileisk.  157; 
SiUcM  V.  Danville,  43  Vt.  282 ;  Insurance  Co,  v.  Mosley,  8  Wall.  397 ;  Rogers  v. 
Crain,  30  Tex.  284.    But  see  Ashland  v.  Marlborough,  99  Mass.  47. 
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under  the  same  statutes,  seem  to  stand  upon  the  same  foundation. 
The  subject  will  afterwards  be  more  fully  considered  in  its  proper 
place ;  it  must  be  recollected  that  at  present  the  object  is  to  consider 
the  general  operation  of  this  principal  test  of  truth  established  by 
the  law.  How  far  reputation  and  tradition  are  to  be  looked  upon 
as  exceptions  to  this  general  rule  will  presently  be  considered.* 

*Thus  far  a«  to  the  testimony  of  witnesses  to  facts,  within 
L  J  their  own  actual  knowledge,  under  the  obligation  of  an  oath, 
and  subject  to  cross-examination. 

The  topic  of  the  admissibility  of  evidence  derived  through  the 
testimony  of  others  will  shortly  be  discussed,  but  before  dismissing 
the  present  portion  of  the  subject  of  excluding  principles,  another 
rule  which  operates  to  the  exclusion  of  evidence,  not  generally,  but 
on  comparison  with  other  and  more  satisfactory  evidence,  as  well  as 
some  other  minor  rules,  ought  to  be  noticed,  It  is  a  general  rule 
of  evidence  already  adverted  to,  that  evidence  of  an  inferior  degree 
shall  not  be  admitted  whilst  evidence  of  a  higher  and  more  satis- 
factory degree  is  attainable.^  This  rule,  it  will  be  seen,  depends  on 
a  well-founded  jealousy  that  the  best  evidence  is  withdrawn,  and  the 
inferior  substituted,  from  a  desire  to  suppress  the  truth.  As  this 
is  a  principle  which  affects  the  course  and  order  of  proof,  its  appli- 
cation will  be  better  considered  hereafter,  in  conjunction  with  other 
rules  applicable  to  the  nature  and  modes  of  proof. 

There  are,  also,  some  instances  where  the  law  excludes  particular 
evidence,  not  because  in  its  own  nature  it  is  suspicious  or  doubtful, 
but  on  grounds  of  public  policy,  and  because  greater  mischief  and 
inconvenience  would  result  from  the  reception  than  from  the  exclu- 
sion of  such  evidence ;  on  this  account  it  is  a  general  rule  that  the 
husband  and  wife  cannot  give  evidence  to  affect  each  other,  either 
civilly  or  criminally.^     For  to  admit  such  evidence  would  occasion 

^  There  are  also  some  exceptions  which  have  been  introduced  by,  and  which 
wholly  depend  upon,  particular  statutes ;  but  as  these  are  mere  arbitrary  excep- 
tions, unconnected  with  general  principles,  they  need  not  be  noticed  here. 

»  Taylor  v.  Riggs,  1  Peters  S.  C.  Rep.  596 ;  Cutbush  v.  Gilbert,  4  S.  &  R.  551 ; 
Ducktcall  V.  Weaver,  2  Ohio  13. 

'  A  widow  is  incompetent  to  prove  confidential  communications  of  her  former 
husband :  Keator  v.  Dimmick,  46  Barb.  158  ;  but  conversations  between  husband 
and  wife  in  presence  of  a  third  person  are  admissible :  Queener  v.  MorroWj  1 
Cald.  123  :  Allison  v.  Barrow,  3  Cald.  414.  A  widow  is  a  competent  witness  on 
behalf  of  the  estate  of  her  deceased  husband  to  prove  a  conversation  between 
her  husband  and  the  opposite  party  :  Stuhlmuller  v.  Ewing,  39  Miss.  447.  So  a 
surviving  wife  may  testify  as  to  matters  in  which  her  deceased  husband  was 


CONFIDENTIAL    COMMUNICATIONS.  89 

domestic  dissension  and  discord ;  it  would  compel  a  violation  of  that 
confidence  which  oaght,  from  the  nature  of  the  relatibn,  to  be 
regarded  as  sacred ;  and  it  would  be  arming  each  of  the  parties  with 
the  means  of  offepce,  which  might  be  used  for  very  dangerous 
purposes/ 

*  Upon  the  same  principle,  the  law  prohibits  a  barrister, 
solicitor,  or  attorney,  from  divulging  that  which  has  been  »-  -* 
reposed  in  him  confidentially  by  bis  client.^  This  prohibition  rests 
on  very  obvious  principles  of  convenience  and  policy.  It  is  abso- 
lutely essential  to  the  ends  of  justice  that  the  fullest  confidence  should 
prevail  between  a  litigant  and  those  who  conduct  his  cause :  and  it  is 
equally  clear  that  there  would  be  an  end  of  all  such  confidence,  if  the 

•  Co.  Litt  6,  b.  See  Vol.  XL,  Hcsbaitd  and  Wipb.  The  rule,  it  will  be  seen, 
does  not  extend  to  criminal  cbar^^es  founded  on  violence  offered  to  the  wife,  and 
the  Coanty  Courts  Act,  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95,  s.  83,  also  creates  an  exception  to  it. 

interested,  unless  she  acquired  her  knowled|];e  of  the  facts  through  conBdential 
communications  from  her  husband  :  Ryan  v.  Folldnsbeej  47  N.  II.  100  ;  EnglUh 
▼.  Cropper^  8  Buck  292,  Either  husband  or  wife  may  voluntarily  disclose 
confidential  communications :  Southwick  v.  Southwicky  2  Sweeny  234 ;  9  Abb. 
Pr.  N.  S.  109. 

^  To  exclude  the  testimony  of  counsel  it  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be 
a  cause  depending  in  court  at  the  time  that  his  information  on  the  subject  was 
acquired :  Beltzhoover  v.  Blackstocky  3  Watts  20.  He  may  ^ive  evidence  of  col- 
lateral facts,  such  as  that  a  bond  was  lodged  with  his  client,  by  way  of  indem- 
nity, or  that  his  client  expressed  himself  satisfied  with  a  certain  security  :  Heia- 
ter  V.  DaoU^  3  Yeates  4.  So,  when  without  any  communication  from  his  client, 
be  acquires  a  knowledge  of  his  handwriting,  he  may  be  questioned  as  to  its 
identity :  Johnson  v.  Duverne^  19  Johns.  134.  And  he  may  be  examined  whether 
a  note  put  into  his  hands  to  .collect  was  endorsed  or  not :  Baker  v.  Arnold,  1 
Cains  258 ;  see  also  Chirac  v.  Rheinecker,  11  Wheat.  280;  Riggs  v.  Denniston, 
3  Johns.  Cas.  198;  Brandt  v.  Klein^  17  Johns.  R.  335;  Jackson  v.  McVey,  18 
Johns  R.  330;  Hoffman  v.  Smith,  1  Caines  R.  157.  And  if,  after  the  relation 
has  ceased,  a  former  client  repeat  to  his  attorney  voluntarily,  and  without  any 
artifice,  used  for  that  purpose,  communications  previously  made,  he  is  a  compe- 
tent witness  as  to  such  communications :  Jordan  v.  Hess,  13  Johns.  R.  492.  An 
attorney,  who  was  employed  by  two  several  defendants  to  defend  a  suit,  and 
who  entered  an  appearance  for  all  the  defendants,  without  the  knowledge  and 
conseDiof  part  of  them,  is  a  competent  witness  in  a  subsequent  suit  for  con- 
tribution between  the  defendants  who  employed  him,  and  those  who  did  not : 
Cox's  Ad'r,  V.  Hillf  3  Ohio  Rep.  423.  A  student  in  the  office  of  an  attorney, 
acquiring  his  knowledge  of  facts  while  he  was  in  the  office :  Andrews  v.  Solomon, 
1  Pet.  356 ;  a  confidential  clerk :  Corp  v.  Robinson,  2  Wash.  C.  C.  Rep.  388  ;  or 
a  confidential  agent  or  factor :  Holmes  v.  Comegys,  1  Dall.  439 ;  (dubitatum  in 
Morris  v.  Vanderen,  1  Dall.  66 :)  or  a  physician :  Hewett  v.  Prime,  21  Wend.  79 ; 
are  not  privileged.  G. 
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agent  could  be  compelled  to  divulge  all  he  knew.  It  is  sufficient 
here,  according  to.  the  plan  originally  proposed,  to  state  this  principle 
generally :  its  practical  operation  and  effect,  as  to  the  relative  situa- 
tion of  the  parties  when  the  communication  was.  made,  the  nature, 
time,  and  manner  of  the  communication,  will  be  discussed  hereafter/ 
It  may  be  observed  here,  that  this  is  the  privilege,  not  of  the  counsel 
or  attorney,  but  of  the  client ;  and,  therefore,  that  the  former  ought 
not  to  be  allowed  to  divulge  his  client's  secrets,  even  though  he  should 
be  willing  to  do  so. 

The  same  principle  evidently  applies  to  the  case  of  an  attorney's  or 
barrister's  clerk,  and  of  an  interpreter  between  an  attorney  and  his 

client.*  ^ 

'  See  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Confidential  Communication. 
«  Da  Barre  v.  Livette^  Peake,  N.  P.  C.  77. 

^Rhoads  v.  Selin,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  Rep.  718;  Chirac  v.  Reinicker,  11  Wheat. 
280  ;  Jordan  v.  Hess,  13  Johns.  492  ;  Parker  v.  Carter^  4  Munf.  273 ;  Crawford 
V.  McKissack,  1  Port.  433;  Jenkinson  v.  The  State,  5  Blackf.  465;  Chew  v. 
Farmers^  Bank,  2  Md.  Ch.  Decis.  231.  The  privilege  is  Dot  confined  to  facts 
disclosed  in  relation  to  suits  pending,  bat  extends  to  all  cases  in  which  a  counsel 
or  attorney  is  applied  to,  in  the  line  of  his  profession,  whether  such  facts  were 
communicated  with  an  injunction  of  secrecy  or  for  the  purpose  of  asking  advice 
or  otherwise :  Parker  v.  Carter,  4  Munf.  273 ;  Beltzhover  v.  Blackstock,  3  Watts 
20;  Wheeler  v.  Hill,  4  Shepl.  329;  Marsh  v,  Ludlum,  3  Sanf.  Ch.  Rep..  35; 
Crosby  v.  Berger,  11  Paige  377  ;  Aiken  v.  Kilhume,  27  Me.  253  ;  Bank  of  Utica 
V.  Mersereau,  3  Barb.  Ch.  R.  528  ;  McLeUan  v.  Longfellow,  32  Me.  494 ;  Weather- 
bee  V.  Ezekiel,  25  Vt.  47 ;  Riley  v.  Johnston,  13  Ga.  260;  Parkhurst  v.  MeGraw, 
24  Miss.  134.  Attorneys  are  bound  to  testify  as  to  any  matter  concerning  their 
clients  which  has  come  to  their  knowledge  in  any  other  way  than  by  confiden- 
tial communication  :  Rhoads  v.  Selin,  4  Wash.  C  C.  Rep.  718 ;  Rogers  v.  Dare, 
Wright  136  ;  Heister  v.  Davis,  3  Yeates  4 ;  Johnson  v.  Duveme,  19  Johns.  134; 
Coolney  v.  Tannahill,  1  Hill  33  ;  Bogert  v.  Boget^t,  2  Edw.  Ch.  Rep.  399 ;  Granger 
V.  Warrington,  3  Gilm.  299 ;  Levors  v.  Van  Buskirk,  4  Barr  309 ;  Pier  son  v. 
Strortz,  1  Morris  136.  Counsel  may  be  asked  by  whom  he  was  retained :  Chirac 
v.  Rienecker,  11  Wheat.  280;  Brovm  v.  Payson,  6  N.  H.  443;  Cox  v.  Hill,  3 
Hamm.  411  ;  Caniff  v.  Myers,  15  Johns.  246;  Qower  v.  Emery,  6  Shepl.  79; 
Wheeler  v.  Hill,  4  Shepl.  329.  If,  after  the  relation  of  attorney  and  client  has 
censed,  the  client  voluntarily  repeat  to  the  attorney  what  he  has  communicated 
while  that  relation  existed,  he  is  a  competent  witness  as  to  this  communication  : 
Jordan  v.  Hess,  13  Johns.  492.  An  attorney  is  not  privileged  as  a  witness  from 
communicating  facts,  concerning  his  client,  where  he  is  himself  a  party  to  the 
transactions  or  agreement,  which  he  is  called  upon  to  disclose;  therefore  it  was 
held  that  an  attorney  who  was  summoned  as  garnishee  in  an  attachment  sur 
judgment,  was  bound  ^o  answer  interrogatories  as  to  whether  he  had  received 
from  his  client  a  sum  of  money,  in  trust  to  pay  a  certain  percentage,  to  such  of 
his  creditors  as  would  accept  the  same  in  full  satisfaction  of  their  respective 
debts  :  Jeanes  v.  Fridenberg,  5  Penna.  Law  Journal  65.    An  attorney  is  not  to 
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Here,   however,  the   law   draws  the   Hue,   and   the   principle  of 
policy  which,  in  the  instance  of  husband  and  wife,  |nd  of  attorney 

judge  what  is  or  is  not  privileged.  He  must  state  the  occasion  and  circumstances 
of  the  act  or  communicAition,  and  the  general  nature  of  the  matter  alleged  to  be 
priyilegcd,  so  that  the  Court  may  decide  whether  he  shall  be  compelled  to  tes- 
tify in  regard  to  it  or  not :  Jeanes  v.  Fridciiberg^  5  Penna.  Law  Journal  65. 
This  rule  does  not,  however,  apply  when  the  client  has  no  interest  in  the  suit 
in  which  the  attorney  is  called  to  testify.  Therefore,  in  an  action  by  the  payee 
against  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note,  in  which  the  defence  was  that  the 
amount  of  the  note  had  been  paid  by  an  assignment  made  by  the  defendant  to 
the  plaintiff  of  a  mortgage  given  to  the  defendant,  and  it  appeared  that  a  suit 
had  been  brought  by  the  assignee  upon  the  mortgage,  and  that  it  had  failed  on 
the  ground  of  the  mortgage  having  been  paid  previously  to  the  assignment,  it 
was  held  that  the  attorney  and  counsel  of  the  mortgagor  might  be  required  to 
testify  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  as  to  the  facts,  respecting  the  payment  of  the 
mortgage,  which  he  had  acquired  as  attorney  :  Hamilton  r.  Neel^  7  Watts  517. 
A  debtor  requested  an  attorney  to  draw  up  a  mortgage  of  his  personal  property, 
and  disclosed  the  purpose  of  the  transaction,  but  neither  asked  nor  received  any 
legal  advice  as  to  its  effect — the  attorney's  testimony  as  to  such  disclosure  is 
admissible:  Hatton  v.  Robinson^  14  Pick.  416 ;  Contra,  Bank  of  Utica  v.  Merse" 
reau,  3  Barb.  Ch.  Rep.  528  ;  Moore  v.  Bray,  10  Barr  519  ;  Crisler  v.  Garlandt 
11  Sm.  &  M.  136.  Communications  made  to  an  attorney  in  his  professional 
capacity,  by  an  owner  of  property,  respecting  a  transfer  of  it,  are  privileged : 
Foster  r.  IToft,  12  Pick.  89 ;  Beltzhoover  v.  Blackstock,  3  Watts  20.  A  com- 
munication voluntarily  made  to  counsel,  after  he  has  refused  to  be  employed  by 
the  party  making  it,  does  not  come  within  the  rule  of  confidential  communica- 
tions :  Sitzar  v.  Wilson,  4  Ired.  501  ;  Beeson  v.  Beeson,  9  Barr  279.  But  not 
such  as  are  made  before :  Reed  v.  Smithy  2  Cart.  160.  An  attorney  who  draws 
up  a  will  is  competent  to  testify  of  its  contents,  in  order  to  set  it  up  as  a  last 
will ;  and  his  testimony  is  not  subject  to  the  objection  that  it  discloses  confiden- 
tial communications  of  a  client:  Graham  v.  O^  Fallon,  4  Mo.  338.  Counsel  pro- 
fessionally consulted  may  be  compelled  to  testify,  if  the  privilege  be  waived  by 
the  party  who  consulted  him,  although  the  subject  has  been  assigned  to  a  third 
person  who  objects :  Benjamin  v.  Coventry,  19  Wend.  353.  The  seal  of  profes- 
sional confidence  has  never  been  held  to  cover  a  communication  made  to  an 
attorney  to  obtain  professional  advice  or  assistance  as  to  the  commission  of  a 
felony  or  any  other  crime,  which  is  malum  in  se :  Bank  of  Utica  v.  Mersereau, 
3  Barb.  Ch.  Rep.  528.  An  attorney  or  counsel  who,  as  such,  has  been  intrusted 
with  papers,'  is  not  bourrd  to  produce  them  on  the  call  of  the  opposite  party  or 
of  a  third  person  :  Jackson  v.  Burtis,  14  Johns.  391 ;  Lynde  v.  Judd,  3  Day  499  ; 
Durkee  v.  Leland,  4  Vt.  612.  Yet  he  mkj  be  called  on  to  prove  the  existence 
of  such  papers,  and  that  they  are  in  his  possession,  so  as  to  enable  the  opposite 
party,  on  the  attorney's  refusal  to  produce  them,  to  give  parol  evidence  of  their 
contents :  Rhoads  v.  Selin,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  Rep.  718 ;  Brandt  v.  Klien,  17  Johns. 
335 :  Jackson  v.  Mc  Vey,  18  Johns.  330 ;  Cooing  v.  Tannahill,  1  Hill  33.  A  party 
wishing  to  avail  himself  in  evidence  of  a  paper  in  possession  of  his  adversary's 
attorney,  must  give  notioe  to  produce  it :  he  cannot  compel  its  production  by  a 
subpoena  to  the  attorney:  McPherson  v.  Rathbone,  7  Wend. 216.    Facts  stated 
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and  client,  forbids  a  violation  of  confidence,  ceases  to  operate. 
The  law  will  no^  permit  any  one  to  withhold  from  the  information  of 
the  jury  any  communication  which  is  important  as  evidence,  how- 
ever secret  and  confidential  the  nature  of  that  communication  may 
have  been,  although  it  may  have  been  made  to  a  physician  or  sur- 
geon, or  even  to  a  divine,  in  the  course  of  discharging  his  profes- 
sional duties;  for  it  has  even  been  held  that  a  minister  is  bound  to 
disclose  that  which  has  been  revealed  to  him  as  a  matter  of  religious 
confession.*"  ^ 

*Upon  a  principle  of  humanity,  as  well  as  of  policy,  every 
*■  J  witness  is  protected  from  answering  questions  by  doing 
which  he  would  criminate  himself.'      Of  policy,  because   it  would 

^  Sutler  V.  Moare,  Macnally  253  ;  Vaillant  v.  Dodemead,  2  Atk.  524 ;  R,  v. 
Gilham,  Mood.  C.  C.  186. 

to  an  attorney  to  show  that  the  cause  in  which  he  is  thoaght  to  be  retained  does 
not  conflict  with  the  interests  of  a  client  for  whom  he  is  already  employed,  are 
not  confidential  communications :  ffeaion  v.  Findlay,  2  Jones  304.  The  pri- 
vilege does  not  apply  to  a  student  in  the  office  of  an  attorney :  Barnes  v.  Harris^ 
7  Gosh.  576  ;  Andrews  v.  Solomon^  Peters  G.  G.  356  ;  Holman  v,  Kimball^  22  Vt. 
555.     Nor  to  a  stranger  casually  present :  Jackson  v.  French,  3  Wend.  337. 

^  That  a  confession  made  to  a  Roman  Gatholic  priest  is  not*  evidence,  see 
Smith's  case,  1  Roger's  Rec.  77  *,  Gontra,  per  Qibson,  G.  J. ;  Simon's  ExWs  v. 
GratZf  2  Penna.  Rep.  417.  But  confessions  to  a  Protestant  divine  are  not  pri- 
vileged: Smith's  ease,  supra;  Commonwealth  v.  Drake,  15  Mass.  161.  See 
Phillip's  case,  Sampson's  Roman  Gatholic  Question  in  America,  Pamphlet. 
Witnesses  must  testify  what  a  party  told  to  them  in  confidence  and  under  an 
engagement  of  secrecy,  unless  they  are  attorneys  of  the  party  in  the  cause ; 
Mills  o.  Oriswold,  1  Root  383.  A  telegraphic  operator  is  not  privileged  to  re- 
fuse to  giye  contents  of  telegram  :  State  v.  Litchfield,  58  Me.  267. 

*  To  excuse  a  witness  from  answering  a  question  on  this  ground,  the  Gourt 
must  see  that  the  answer  may  in  some  way  criminate  the  witness  or  render  him 
infamous,  involve  him  in  shame  or  reproach,  or  expose  him  to  penalties  or  pun- 
ishment, in  any  of  which  cases  he  is  not  bound  to  answer  a  question :  The  Peo- 
ple V.  Mather,  4  Wend.  229  ;  Territory  v.  Nugent,  1  Mart.  R.  114 ;  Vandervoort 
V.  The  Col.  Ins,  Co.,  3  Johns.  Gas.  137  ;  Jackson  v.  Humphrey,  1  Johns.  R.  498; 
Qrannis  v.  Brandon,  5  Day  260  ;  Respuhlica  v.  Gibbs,  8  Yeates  429,  437  -,  GaUr 
braith  v.  Eichelberger,  3  Yeates  515;  Vaugh  v.  Perrine,  2  Penna.  728  ;  Marbury  v. 
Madison,  1  Granch  144 ;  U.  S.  v.  Damaud,  3  Wall.  Jr.  143, 179 ;  State  v.  Staples, 
47  N.  II.  113  ;  Taylor  v.  Jennings,  5  Rab.  581  ;  Clark  v.  Reese,  35  Gal.  89 ;  Ford 
V.  State,  29  Ind.  541 ;  Foster  v.  People,  18  Mich.  266  ;  Simmons  v.  Holster,  13 
Minn.  249 ;  Eaton  v.  Farmer,  46  N.  H.  200 ;  Xea  v.  Henderson,  1  Gald.  146 ; 
Re  Lewis,  39  How.  Pr.  155  ;  State  v.  Hopkins,  23  Wis.  309  ;  Real  v.  People,  42 
N.  Y.  270 ;  Tifft  V.  Moon,  59  Barb.  619 ;  jPomey  v.  Fenrill,  4  W.  Va.  729 ; 
Comm.  V.  Curtis,  97  Mass.  574.  The  rule  of  practice  upon  this  subject  was  thus 
stated  by  Ghief  Justice  Marshall:  "It  is  the  province  of  the  Gourt  to  judg« 
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place  the  witness  under  the  strongest  temptation  to  commit  the  crime 
of  perjary ;  and  of  humanity,  because  it  would  be  to  exrtort  a  con- 
fession of  the  truth  by  a  kind  of  duress,  every  species  and  degree  of 
which  the  law  abhors.^  It  is  pleasing  to  contrast  the  humanity  and 
delicacy  of  the  law  of  England  in  this  respect  with  the  cruel  pro- 
visions  of  the  Roman  law,  which  allowed  criminals,  and  even  wit- 
nesses in  some  instances,  to  be  put  to  the  torture,  for  the  purpose  of 
extorting  a  confession.^^ 

^  It  is  partly  upon  this  principle  that  an  examination  of  a  prisoner,  taken 
before  a  magistrate  on  oath,  cannot  be  afterwards  read  against  him  as  a  confes- 
sion. And  evidence  extorted  in  violation  of  this  privilege  cannot  be  used  to 
establish  an  indictment  for  the  crime  against  the  witness :  Beg,  v.  Garbett,  2 
Car.  &  K.  (61  E.  C.  L.  R.)  474. 

^  See  Quintilian's  Inst. ;  C.  De  Tormentis,  Pan.  lib.  48,  s.  242.  See  the  cases 
on  this  subject  collected,  j>o«^,  tit  Witness. 

whether  any  direct  answer  to  the  question,  which  may  be  proposed,  will  furnish 
evidence  against  the  witness.  If  such  answer  may  disclose  a  fact,  which  forms 
a  necessary  and  essential  link  in  the  chain  of  testimony  which  would  be  suffi- 
cient to  convict  him  of  any  crime,  he  is  not  bound  to  answer  it,  so  as  to  furnish 
matter  for  that  conviction.  In  such  a  case  the  witness  must  himself  judge  what 
his  answer  will  be,  and  if  he  says  on  oath  he  cannot  answer,  without  accusing 
himself,  he  cannot  be  compelled  to  answer:"  United  States  v.  Burr,  1  Burr's 
Trial  245 :  sec  also  State  v.  Edwards,  2  Nott  k  M^Cord  13.  A  witness  may 
be  asked  a  question,  the  answer  to  which  will  criminate  him  *,  and  if  he  has  no 
objection,  may  answer  it ;  his  privilege  is  personal  only ;  but  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  Court  to  advertise  him  of  it:  Southard  v.  Eexford,  6  Cow.  254.  And  if  he 
voluntarily  state  a  fact,  he  is  bound  to  state  how  he  knows  it,  though  it  crimi- 
nate him  :  State  v.  K,,  4  N.  H.  562.  Thus  he  cannot  be  compelled  to  say 
whether  or  not  he  had  ever  had  criminal  connection  with  the  plaintiff.  Ibid. 
Nor  whether  he  had  not  been  convicted  of  petit  larceny,  and  whether  he  was 
not  then  in  confinement  under  that  conviction :  The  People  v.  fferrickj  13 
Johns.  82.  But  he  may  be  called  and  examined  in  a  matter  pertinent  to  the 
issue  when  his  answers  will  not  expose  him  to  criminal  prosecution,  or  tend  to 
subject  him  to  a  penalty  or  forfeiture,  though  they  may  otherwise  affect  his  pecu- 
niary interest:  Bull  v.  Loveland^  10  Pick.  9;  Taney  v.  Kemp,  4  Har.  &  Johns. 
348 ;  Stoddart  v.  Manningy  2  Har.  &  Gill.  147 ;  Baird  v.  Cochran,  4  S.  &  R. 
397;  Nass  v.  Van  Swearingen,  7  S.  &  R.  192;  Gorham  v.  Carol,  3  Lit.  221; 
Canover  v.  Bell,  6  Monr.  157 ;  Cobb  v.  Upham,  3  N.  H.  159 ;  Comrnth  v. 
Thurston,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  63  ;  Planters''  Bank  v.  George,  6  Mart.  670.  Contra, 
Benjamin  v.  Hathaway,  3  Conn.  528  ;  Storrs  v.  Wetmore,  Kirby  203 ;  Starr  v. 
Traof,  2  Root  528 ;  Cook  v.  Com,  1  Overt.  340 ;  Appleton  v.  Boyd,  7  Mass.  R. 
131.  Per  Marshall,  C.  J.,  United  States  v.  Grundy,  3  Cranch  344;  Tatem's 
Executors  v.  Lofton,  Cooke  115.  So  in  the  case  of  liability  to  a  forfeiture  of 
money  won  at  play,  a  party  must  answer  on  a  bill  of  discovery :  Slaman  v. 
Kelly,  4  Younge  &  Collyer  169 ;  see  also  Mauran  v.  Lamb,  7  Cow.  174.  See 
po$t^  p.  204,  note.  G. 

'  People  V.  Herrick,  13  Johns.  82;  Grannis  v.  Brandon,  5  Day  260  ;  State  v. 
Bail^,  1  Penn.  415;  United  States  v.  Craig,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  Rep.  729;  Poindex- 
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There  are  some  instances  in  which  particular  evidence  is  excluded 
on  the  ground  of  policy,  where  the  disclosure  might  be  prejudicial  to 

ter  V.  Davis  J  6  Gratt.  481.  It  is  not  confined,  however,  to  cases  where  the 
answer  of  the  witness  would  render  him  liable  to  a  criminal  proceeding  or 
penalty.  It  is  enoa^^h  if  his  answer  will  have  a  tendency  to  stigmatise  or  dis- 
grace him  :  Vaughn  v.  Pained  2  Penn.  728  ;  Soduaky  v.  McGee^  5  J.  J.  Marsh. 
621  ;  United  States  v.  Dickinson^  2  McLean  325 ;  The  People  v.  Rector^  1 4 
Wend.  569;  Lohman  v.  People^  1  Comst.  379;  Contra,  Clementine  v.  State^  19 
Mo.  112.  It  is  not  proper  to  ask  a  witness  whether  he  has  ever  been  convicted 
of  a  felony  :  the  answer  tends  to  degrade  his  character,  and  the  fact  is  provable 
by  a  higher  evidence  of  it — the  record  of  his  conviction :  Kirsckner  v.  State,  9 
Wise.  140.  It  is  however  the  privilege  of  the  witness,  and  he  may  waive  it  if 
he  thinks  proper :  Fries  v.  Brugler,  7  Halst.  79 ;  Southard  v.  Rexford,  6  Cow. 
254;  Sodusky  v.  McGee,  5  J.  J.  Marsh.  621 ;  The  State  v.  Patterson,  2  Ired. 
346 ;  Short  v.  The  State,  4  Harring.  508 ;  Rowel  v.  The  ComnCth,  5  Gratt.  664 ; 
ComnCth  V.  Shaw,  4  Cush.  594;  Green  v.  Starnes,  \  Heisk.  582.  If  the  witness 
voluntarily  states  a  fact,  he  is  bound  to  state  how  he  knows  it,  although  in  so 
doing  he  may  expose  himself  to  a  criminal  charge.  If  he  state  any  part  he  must 
state  the  whole:  State  v.  K,,  4  N.  H.  562 ;  Chamberlain  v.  Willson,  12  Vt  491 ; 
Amherst  v.  Hollis,  9  N.  H.  107 ;  People  v.  Lohman,  2  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  216 ;  The 
State  V.  Foster^  3  Fost.  348.  Where  he  voluntarily  testifies  in  chief  on  a  particu- 
lar subject,  he  may  be  cross-examined  on  the  subject,  even  though  his  answers 
may  criminate  or  disgrace  him:  Norfolk  v.  Gaylord^  28  Conn.  309;  CommHh  v. 
Price,  10  Gray  472.  If  he  would  avail  himself  of  the  right  to  refuse  to  answer  on 
the  ground  that  the  answer  would  criminate  him,  he  must  make  the  objection 
before  answering  anything  upon  that  subject :  CommHh  v.  Howe,  13  Gray  26.  The 
matter  need  not  be  directly  criminal,  if  it  has  a  tendency  to  subject  him  or  will 
form  a  link  in  the  evidence,  the  witness  is  entitled  to  object  and  he  and  not  the 
court  is  the  judge  of  that :  State  v.  Edwards^  2  Nott  k  M^Cord  13  ;  People  v. 
Maiher,  4  Wend.  229;  Poole  v.  Perritt,  1  Speers  128  ;  Chamberlain  v.  WiUon,  12 
Vt.  491 ;  The  People  v  Rector,  19  Wend.  569 ;  Robinson  v.  Neal,  5  Monr.  21 2 ;  Lister 
V.  Boker,  6  Black  439 ;  The  People  v.  Bodine,  1  Denio  28 1 ;  Henry  v.  Salina  Bank, 
1  Comst.  83.  But  see  Richman  v.  The  State,  2  Greene  532 ;  Floyd  v.  The  Slate, 
7  Tex.  215.  He  cannot  be  compelled  to  answer  as  to  any  one  act,  the  constant 
repetition  of  which  would  amount  to  a  statute  offence  :  French  v.  Venneman^  14 
Ind.  282.  When  the  answer  to  a  question  in  the  direct  examination  would  not 
criminate,  but  the  questions  which  might  be  rightfully  put,  on  cross-examina- 
tion, to  test  the  truth  of  such  answer,  might  form  a  link  in  a  chain  of  evidence 
that  would,  it  was  held,  that  he  might  refuse  to  answer  :  Printz  v.  Cheeney,  1 1 
Iowa  469.  Although  he  is  his  own  judge  as  to  whether  his  answer  would 
criminate  himself,  he  is  nevertheless  liable  to  an  action  by  the  party  for  a  re- 
fusal to  testify,  if  his  refusal  be  wilful  and  his  excuse  false  :  Warner  v.  Lucas, 
10  Ohio  336.  One  who  declines  to  answer  on  the  ground  that  the  answer  sought 
may  tend  to  criminate  him,  must  state  under  oath  that  he  believes  that  would 
be  the  tendency  of  the  answer ;  and  after  that  answer,  it  is  for  the  Court  to 
decide  whether  the  question  will  have  that  tendency :  Kirsckner  v.  State,  9  Wise. 
140;  State  v.  Duffy,  15  Iowa  425.  A  witness  may  be  asked  as  to  his  testimony 
in  a  former  trial :  McCdbe  v.  Bray  ton,  38  N.  Y.  196.    Though  the  case  may  be 
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the  Gommunitj.  Thus,  in  a  state  prosecution,  a  witness  cannot  be 
called  upon  to  disclose  the  names  of  those  to  "whom  he  has  given 
information  of  practices  against  the  State,  whether  such  persons  be 
magistrates,  or  concerned  in  the  administration  of  government,  ur  be 
merely  the  channel  through  which  information  is  communicated  to 
government.^  So  a  witness  was  not  allowed  to  answer  the  question, 
whether  he  had  delivered  a  short-hand  note  to  an  under  secretary  of 
state  ;*  and  so  it  was  held,  that  an  ofBcer  from  the  Tower  of  London 
could  not  be  examined  as  to  the  accuracy  of  a  plan  of  the  Tower 
which  was  produced."  Upon  the  same  ground,  *an  official 
communication  between  the  governor  of  a  colony  and  the  ^  -' 
law  officers  there,  relating  to  the  state  of  the  colony,  cannot  be  dis- 
closed." So  it  seems  that  the  orders  given  by  the  governor  of  a 
foreign  colony  to  a  military  officer  acting  under  his  command,  ought 
not  to  be  produced.®     The  same  objection  applies  to  letters  written 

*  R.  V.  Watson,  2  Starkie's  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  135 ;  and  a  note  from  Hardy's 
case,  by  Abbott,  J.,  ib.  136  ;  and  Lord  ElleDborouf^h's  observatioas  as  to  Stone's 
ease,  ib.  137  ;  24  Howeirs  State  Tr.  753. 

*  32  HowelPs  State  Tr.  100  ;  see  also  De  Berenger's  case,  Gurney's  Rep.  344. 
"  R,  V.  Watson,  2  Starkie's  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  148. 

"  Wyatt  V.  Gore,  Holt's  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  299. 

®  Cooke  V.  Maxwell,  2  Starkie's  G.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  185.  Tue  document  was 
there  called  for,  in  order  to  prove  that  the  plaintiff's  factory  had  been  destroyed 


otherwise  when  a  question  is  put  on  cross-examination,  in  order  generally  to 
degrade  and  disgrace  the  witness,  yet  when  a  question  having  such  tendency 
is  part  of  an  examination  in  chief,  and  its  answer  is  essential  to  the  case  of  the 
party  bond  fide  putting  it,  the  Court  will  compel  an  answer,  when  it  will  not 
expose  the  witness  to  a  criminal  prosecution  :  Keller's  case,  1  Whart.  Dig.  726. 
When  a  witness  called  to  establish  a  defence  of  usury  declines  to  testify,  on  the 
ground  that  his  evidence  may  expose  him  to  an  indictment  or  subject  him  to  a 
penalty,  and  it  appears  that  the  statute  of  limitation  has  barred  all  prosecu- 
tions, the  Court  is  bound  to  pronounce  against  his  claim  to  exemption :  Close  v. 
Olney,  1  Denio  319  ;  Bank  of  Salina  v.  Henry,  2  Denio  155,  3  Denio  593, 
1  Comst  83;  Weldon  v.  Burd,  12  III.  374;  Floyd  v.  The  State,  7  Tex.  215. 
There  in  no  legitimate  inference  of  guilt  from  the  refusal  to  answer,  upon  which 
the  jury  can  act :  Camo  v.  Litchfield,  2  Mich.  340 ;  Newcomb  v.  State,  37  Miss.  383. 
A  liability,  however,  to  a  civil  action  or  pecuniary  loss  will  not  privilege ; 
Bull  V.  Loveland,  10  Pick.  9 ;  Hays  v.  Richardson,  1  Gill  &  Johns.  366 ;  Tancey 
V.  Kemp,  4  Har.  k  Johns.  348 ;  Naylor  y.  Semmes,  4  Gill  &  Johns.  273 ;  Copp 
V.  Uphatn,  3  N.  H.  159 ;  Baird  v.  Cochran,  4  S.  &  R.  397  ;  Commonwealth  v. 
Thurston,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  62 ;  Alexander  v.  Knox,  7  Ala.  503 ;  Judge  of  Probate 
V.  Green,  1  How.  (Miss.)  146 ;  Zollikoffer  v.  Tumey,  6  Yerg.  297  ;  Lowney  v. 
Perham,  2  Appl.  235 ;  Conover  v.  Bell,  6  Mopr.  157 ;  Stevens  v.  Whitcomb,  16 
Vl  121  ;  Matter  of  Kip,  1  Paige  601 ;  Stewart  v.  Turner,  3  Edw.  Ch.  458  ;  Nass 
V.  Van  Swearingen,  7  S.  &  R.  192  ;  Ralph  v.  Brown,  3  W.  &.  S.  400. 
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by  a  secretary  of  state  to  a  person  acting  under  his  authority ;'  and, 
as  it  seems,  to  minutes  taken  before  the  privy  counciL"^ 

The  principle  does  not  exclude  a  communication  which,  although 
made  to  an  official  person,  is  not  made  in  the  discharge  of  any  public 
duty.'^ 

in  consequence  of  orders  from  the  defendant ;  and  it  was  held  that  although  on 
principles  of  public  convenience  the  document  could  not  be  read,  the  effect  was 
the  same  as  if  the  document  had  not  existed,  and  that  the  witness  might  be 
asked  whether  what  had  been  done  bad  not  been  done  by  order  of  the  defendant. 

P  2  Starkie^s  C.  (3  E  C.  L.  B.)  185. 

^  6  St.  Tr.  281,  Layer'' s  case.  Where  the  commander-in-chief  directed  the 
defendant,  a  major-general,  with  six  other  officers,  to  inquire  into  the  conduct 
of  a  plaintiff,  and  to  report  the  opinion  of  the  officers,  and  the  plaintiff  brought 
an  action  for  an  alleged  libel  contained  in  that  report,  and  the  secretary  of  the 
commander-in-chief  attended  with  the  minutes  of  the  report,  the  Court  refused 
to  allow  it  to  be  read.  Home  v.  Bentinck,  2  B.  &  B.  (6  E.  C.  L.  R.)  130.  So 
official  communications  between  an  agent  of  government  and  a  secretary  of 
state :  Anderson  v.  Sir  W,  Hamilton^  2  B.  &  B.  (6  E.  C.  L.  R.)  156  5  and  be- 
tween the  East  India  Company  and  the  Board  of  Control :  Smith  v.  East  India 
Company,  1  Phill.  50,  are  also  privileged.  For  further  observations  on  this 
subject,  see  tit  Witness — Confidential  Communication. 

'  Blake  v.  Filfordy  I  M.  &  Rob.  198 ;  which  was  the  case  of  a  letter  written 
by  a  private  person  to  the  secretary  of  the  postmaster-general,  complaining  of 
the  conduct  of  the  guard  of  a  mail. 

^  An  officer,  by  whom  a  person  was  apprehended,  is  not  bound  to  disclose  the 
name  of  a  person  from  whom  he  received  the  confidential  information  which 
led  to  the  prisoner's  detection :  United  States  v.  Moses ,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  Rep.  726. 
But  he  is  bound  to  answer  whether  A.  B.  (the  person  in  whose  house  the  de- 
fendant was  apprehended  on  a  charge  of  forgery,  and  where  he  was  discovered 
at  a  table  with  bank  notes)  had  not  told  him  that  if  he  would  come  to  his  house 
on  a  certain  day,  he  would  have  the  prisoner  there  ;  for  the  defendant  might 
repel  the  presumption  of  guilt  against  him  by  showing  that  he  was  at  the  house 
in  consequence  of  the  insidious  invitation  of  the  owner  of  it :  Ibid. ;  S.  P., 
United  States  v.  Craig,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  Rep.  729.  The  governor,  to  whom  a  depo- 
sition has  been  addressed,  preferring  accusations  against  a  person  in  office, 
must  exercise  his  own  judgment  with  respect  to  the  propriety  of  producing  the 
writing ;  a  subpcsna  duces  tecum  will  not  be  issued  against  him  for  it :  Gray  v. 
Pentland,  2  S.  &  R.  23.  G. 

It  is  intimated  by  the  Court,  in  the  case  of  the  U.  S.  v.  Burr,  that  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  is  not  obliged  to  disclose  communications  made  to  him 
in  his  official  capacity,  if  the  public  good  requires  that  they  should  be  sup- 
pressed :  1  Robertson's  Rep.  of  Burr's  trial,  186,  187.  So  in  Marhury  v.  Madi- 
son, 1  Cranch  144,  it  was  held  that  a  former  secretary  of  state  was  not  obliged 
to  disclose  facts  which  had  been  communicated  to  him  in  confidence,  while  in 
office.  M, 

This  privilege  has  been  extended  to  a  private  prosecutor,  not  in  office :  Tht 
State  V.  Soper,  4  Shep.  293. 


MEDIATE    EVIDENCE.  48 

♦CHAPTER  III.  [*43] 

MEDIATE  AND  SECONDARY  EVIDENCE. 

Next,  as  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence  derived  not  immediately 
from  those  who  have,  or  are  supposed  to  have,  actaal  knowledge 
of  the  fact,  but  through  the  testimony  of  one  or  more  other  wit- 
nesses. 

Such  testimony  is  in  general  of  so  inferior  a  nature  as  to  be 
admissible  only  in  cases  of  urgency,  on  the  failure  of  better  evidence, 
and  under  the  sanction  of  particular  circumstances,  which  warrant 
its  admissibility,  but  in  some  instances  is  admissible  without  any 
proof  of  the  failure  of  better  evidence.  Thus  general  reputation  is 
in  many  instances  receivable,  although  it  may  rest  on  no  other  foun- 
dation than  what  the  witnesses  may  have  heard  from  others.* 

General  reputation  is  the  general  result  or  conclusion  formed  by 
society  as  to  any  public  fact  or  usage,  by  the  aid  of  the  united 
knowledge  and  "experience  of  its  individual  members  :  such  a  general 
concurrence  and  coincidence  of  .opinion  on  facts  known  to  many, 
aflfords  a  reasonable  degree  of  presumption  that  their  conclusion  is 
correct  ;^  and  therefore  in  particular  cases,  where  the  fact  is  of  a  pub- 
lic nature,  general  reputation  is  admissible  evidence  to  prove  it.  But 
as  it  would  not  be  necessary,  and  otherwise  would  not  be  practicable, 
to  examine  the  whole  body  of  society  as  to  the  prevalence  of  general 
reputation  on  any  particular  fact,  it  is  sufficient  to  call  individual 
witnesses,  a  portion  of  society,  who  can,  under  the  sanction  of  an 
oath,  and  subject  to  cross-examination,  pledge  their  personal  know- 
ledge that  such  reputation  exists. 

*It  is  observable  that,  in  one  respect,  such  evidence  can 
scarcely  be  considered  as  forming  an  exception  to  the  general  ^  ^ 
rule  which  requires  the  sanction  of  an  oath  and  the  opportunity  to 
cross-examine ;  for  the  witnesses  are  called  to  prove  what  they  actu- 
ally know,  viz.,  that  such  a  reputation  exists :  they  are  sworn  and 
subject  to  cross-examination,  and  the  very  nature  of  such  evidence 
excludes  any  more  solemn  sanction. 

The  particular  subjects  to  which  such  evidence  is  applicable  re- 
quire further  consideration. 

It  is  to.  observed  that  many  facts,  from  their  very  nature,  either 

•  See  tit  Custom — Marriage — Pbdiorbb — Prbscripion. 

*  See  Du  Bosi  v.  Beresford,  2  Camp.  512 ;  per  Gibbs,  C.  J.,  Ourr  v.  Button, 
Holt,  Ca.  {3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  327;  Oliver  v.  Bartlett^  1  B.  &  B.  (5  E.  C.  L.  R.)  269. 
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absolutely  or  usually  exclude  direct  evidence  to  prove  them,  being 
such  as  are  in  ordinary  cases  imperceptible  by  the  senses,  and  there- 
fore incapable  of  the  usual  means  of  proof.  Among  these  are  ques- 
tions of  pedigree  or  relationship,  character,  prescription,  custom, 
boundary,  and  the  like.  Such  facts,  some  from  their  nature,  and 
others  from  their  antiquity,  do  not  admit  of  the  ordinary  and  direct 
means  of  proof  by  living  witnesses ;  and,  consequently,  resort  must 
be  had  to  the  best  means  of  proof  which  the  nature  of  the  cases 
affords.  Now  the  knowledge  of  facts  of  this  description  consists 
either  in  the  knowledge  and  recollection  of  that  part  of  society  which 
has  had  the  means  of  observing  them,  or  in  the  traditionary  declara- 
tions of  those  who  were  likely  to  have  possessed  a  knowledge  on  the 
subject,  derived  either  from  their  own  observation,  or  the  information 
of  others  ;  or,  lastly,  in  questions  of  skill  and  judgment,  the  know- 
ledge of  the  relation  must  be  derived  from  those  who  are  possessed  of 
the  proper  qualifications  for  forming  a  conclusion  on  the  subject.  The 
character  of  a  particular  individual  in  society  is  formed  by  society 
from  their  experience  and  observation  of  the  conduct  of  the  indi- 
vidual; and  here  reputation  is  not  so  much  a  circumstance  from 
which  the  character  of  the  individual  is  to  be  presumed,  as  the  very 
fact  itself,  proved  by  the  direct  evidence  of  witnesses  who  constitute 
part  of  that  society.  The  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  a  particular 
r*4.""l  *public  custom  does  not  reside  peculiarly  in  the  breast  of  any 
.  one  individual  whatsoever,  but  in  the  opinions  and  conclusions 
which  society,  or  some  indefinite  part  of  it,  have  collected  from  actual 
observation  and  experience. 

In  the  case  of  pedigree^  the  nearest  relation,  even  that  of  parent 
and  child,  can  seldom  be  proved,  after  the  death  of  the  parents,  by 
direct  evidence;  and  no  knowledge  upon  the  subject  exists  except 
that  which  is  inferred  from  circumstances,  or  derived  from  the 
hearsay  testimony  of  those  who,  from  their  intimacy  with  the  family, 
possessed  peculiar  means  of  knowledge.  The  circumstances  that  the 
parents  cohabited  as  husband  and  wife,  acknowledged  and  addressed 
each  other  in  society  as  such ;  that  they  recognized  and  educated  chil- 
dren as  their  own,  and  introduced  them  to  the  world  on  a  variety  of 
occasions  as  their  legitimate  offspring ;  that  a  pedigree  was  hung  up  in 
the  family  mansion,  stating  the  different  degrees  of  relationship  of  the 
members  of  the  family ;  that  similar  entries  were  made  in  the  family 
bible ;  that  a  monument  or  tombstone  was  exhibited  to  the  public, 
announcing  a  relation  between  the  deceased  and  the  surviving,  or 
deceased  and  late,  members  of  a  family ;  all  such  circumstances  are 
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either  strictly  facts,  or  are  solemn  and  deliberate  declarations  accom- 
panying facts,  and  partaking  of  the  nature  of  facts,  which,  in  the 
absence  of  all  suspicion  of  fraud,  afford  the  strongest  presumptions 
that  the  parties  really  did  stand  in  the  relative  situation  of  husband 
and  wife,  parents  and  children,  or  other  degree  of  kindred ;  for  it  is 
improbable  that  such  circumstances  should  have  been  acted  with  a 
view  to  deceive,  particularly  in  a  manner  so  open  and  public  as  to 
render  the  fraud  liable  to  immediate  detection.  From  such  circum- 
stances the  belief  is  formed,  by  those  who  are  acquainted  with  the 
family,  and  a  reputation  obtains  in  society  that  they  are  so  related ; 
for  reputation  seems  to  be  no  more  than  hearsay,  derived  from  those 
who  had  the  means  of  knowing  the  fact.  Hence  it  is  that  the  repu- 
tation may  exist  when  those  who  were  best  acquainted  with  *the 
fact  are  dead  ;  and  that  such  reputation  and  even  traditionary  ^  ^ 
declarations  becomes  the  best,  if  not  the  only,  means  of  proof;  and 
when  they  are  derived  from  those  who  are  most  likely  to  know  the 
truth,  and  who  lay  under  no  bias,  or  influence  to  misrepresent  the 
fact,  they  afford  a  fair  and  reasonable  presumption  of  the  truth  of  the 
fact.^ 

^  Pedigree  and  relationship,  marriage  and  death,  may  be  proved  by  general 
reputation:  Johnson  v.  Howard^  1  Har.  &  McHen.  281  ;  Pancoast  v.  Addison,  I 
Har.  &  Johns.  350 ;  Morgan  v.  Purndl,  4  Hawk?  95 ;  Ewing  v.  Savary,  3  Bibb 
235  5  EweLl  v.  The  State,  6  Yerg.  364 ;  Flowers  v.  Haralson,  Ibid.  494  ;  StegaU  v. 
Stegall,  2  Brock.  256  ;  Morton  v.  Barrett,  19  Me.  109 ;  Copes  v.  Pierce,  7  Gill 
247  5  Prince  v.  Stewart,  7  Tex.  175 ;  Watson  v.  Brewster,  1  Barr  381 ;  Crauford 
T.  Blackburn,  17  Md.  49 ;  Games  v.  Craudall,  10  Iowa  377 ;  Webb  v.  Richardson, 
42  Vt  465  ;  Eaton  v.  Tallmadge,  24  Wise.  217.  Hearsay  evidence  of  such  facts 
is  therefore  admissible :  Jackson  v.  Boneham,  1 5  Johns.  226 ;  Strickland  v.  Poole, 
1  Dall.  14;  Jackson  v.  Cooley,  8  Johns.  128;  Elliott  v.  Piersoll,  1  Pet.  328; 
Waidron  v.  Tuttle,  4  N.  II.  371 ;  Scott  v.  Ratcliffe,  5  Pet.  81 ;  Carter  v.  Buchanan, 
9  Ga.  539  ;  WHson  v.  Brownlee,  24  Ark.  586.  Recitals  in  a  deed  more  than  thirty 
years  old  are  evidence  of  pedigree :  Bowser  v.  Cravener,  6  P.  F.  Smith  132.  But 
hearsay  evidence,  of  the  place  of  a  man^s  birth  or  death,  is  inadmissible :  Inde- 
pendence V.  Pompton,  4  Hals.  209  ;  Wilmington  v.  Burlington,  4  Pick.  174  • 
Brooks  V.  Clot/,  3  A.  R.  Marsh.  545.  That  two  lived  together  in  a  state  of  con- 
cabinage  can  never  be  proved  by  general  reputation :  Carrie  v.  Cumming,  26 
Ga.  690.  The  hearsay  evidence,  admissible  in  cases  of  pedigree,  is  limited  to 
those  connected  with  the  family  who  are  supposed  to  have  known  the  relation- 
ships existing,  and  such  hearsay  declarations  must  have  been  made  before  suit 
commenced :  Stein  v.  Bowman,  13  Pet.  209  ;  Jackson  v.  Browner,  18  Johns.  37 ; 
Waldrow  v.  Tuttle,  4  N.  H.  371 ;  Chapman  v.  Chapman,  2  Coxe  347 ;  Saunders 
V.  Fuller,  4  Humph.  516 ;  Greenwood  v.  Spillor,  2  Scam.  502 ;  Matter  of  Hall,  1 
Wall.  Jr.  85 ;  Copes  v.  Pearce,  7  Gill.  247 ;  Boudereau  v.  Montgomery,  4  Wash. 
C.  C.  Rep.  186 ;  Dussel  v.  Roe,  1  Wall.  Jr.  39.    To  let  in  the  declarations  of 
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Again :  upon  questions  of  fact,  to  which  antiquity  is  essential,  as 
of  prescription,  custom  and  boundary,  (and  also  of  pedigree,  where 
the  relationship  is  to  be  traced  through  a  remote  ancestor,)  the  evi- 
dence of  living  witnesses  is  of  Httle  avail,  except  as  to  the  observance 
of  the  right,  privilege  or  obligation,  in  modem  times;  for  any  know- 
ledge concerning  such  rights,  drawn  from  times  more  remote,  recourse 
must  be  had  to  reputation  and  tradition ;  such  evidence  being  sup- 
ported by  proof  of  the  enjoyment  of  such  rights  and  privileges,  and 
of  acquiescence  in  them  in  more  recent  times.^ 

On  these  grounds,  therefore,  general  reputation  is  admissible  evi- 
dence, as  affording  presumptions  upon  which  juries  are  to  exercise 
their  discretion  in  cases  of  this  nature.  Such  instances  have,  it 
seems,  been  regarded  as  anomalous,  and  as  forming  exceptions  to  the 
general  rule  which  has  already  been  noticed,  viz  ,  that  mere  naked 
declarations  are  too  vague,  uncertain  and  fallacious,  to  afford  suflScient 
presumptions  for  the  consideration  of  a  jury.*  Such  evidence  is  at 
all  events  warranted  by  the  necessity  of  the  case.  The  particular 
objection  which  excludes  mere  hearsay  in  general  does  not  apply  to 
those  cases  which  are  of  a  public  nature,  which  may  be  presumed  to 
be  matter  of  public  notoriety,  as  in  the  instance  of  pubhc  prescrip- 
tions, customs  and  character,  and  where  reliance  is  placed  not  on  the 
credit  due  to  the  assertion  of  a  single  individual,  but  is  sanctioned  by 
the  concurrent  opinion  and  assent  of  indefinite  numbers ;  in  such  cases 

•  Per  Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J.,  Weeks  v.  Sparke,  1  M.  &  S.  (28  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
686. 

third  persons  in  case  of  pedigree,  it  must  be  shown  that  they  are  dead :  White  v. 
Strother,  11  Ala.  720  ;  Covert  v.  Hertzog,  4  llarr  145 ;  Fuller  v.  Nutz,  5  S.  &  R. 
251.     See  post,  p.  188,  note. 

^  Boundaries  may  be  proved  by  reputation,  and  it  is  not  confined  in  the  United 
States  to  boundaries  between  manors  and  parishes,  but  extends  to  private  estates, 
and  the  lines  of  old  surveys :  Smith  v.  Howell,  2  Litt.  159  ;  Rufoll  v.  Stocking, 
8  Conn.  236  ;  Boardman  v.  Eeed,  6  Pet.  328  j  Wooster  v.  Butler,  13  Conn.  309 ; 
Nieman  v.  Ward,  1  *W.  &.  S.  68  ;  Ellicoit  v.  Pearl,  1  McLean  206 ;  Caufman  v. 
Cedar  Spring  Congregation,  6  Binn.  59 ;  Wolfy,  Wyeth,  11  S.  A^  R.  149 ;  HamU- 
ton  V.  Minor,  2  Ibid.  70 ;  McCloud  v.  Mynalt,  2  Cald.  163 ;  Sullivan  Granite  Co, 
v.  Gordon,  57  Me.  520.  But  the  declarations  of  those  who  could  themselves  be 
had  as  witnesses  are  not  admissible :  Lamar  v.  Minter^  13  Ala.  31 ;  Buchanan  v. 
Moore,  10  S.  k  R.  275.  Possessions  of  ancient  date,  of  which  there  can  be  no 
living  witnesses,  and  of  which  no  written  evidence  can  be  presumed  to  exist,  may 
also  be  thus  established :  Casy  v.  Inloes,  1  Gill  430.  Reputation  is  not  admitted 
upun  questions  of  freedom  :  WalU  v.  Helmsley,  4  liar,  k  Johns.  243 ;  Gregory  v. 
Baugh,  4  Rand.  611.  Contra,  Mahoney  v.  Ashton,  4  Har.  &  McHen.  63,  295; 
Chancellor  v.  Milly^  9  Dana  23.     See  post,  p.  186,  note  1. 
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a  preBamption  exists  that  the  truth  of  the  fact  is  known  and  faithfully 
communicated. 

Hence,'therefore,  common  reputation  is  evidence  to  *prove, 
Ist,  a  man's  character  in  society  ;*  2dly,  reputation,  and  (as  ^  ^ 
will  afterwards  be  seen)  traditionary  declarations  are  evidence  to  prove 
a  pedigree,  including  the  state  of  a  family  as  far  as  regards  the  rela- 
tionship of  its  different  members,  their  births,  marriages  and  deaths ; 
Sdly,  reputation  and  traditionary  declarations  are  evidence  to  prove 
certain  prescriptive  or  customary  rights  and  obligations,  and  matters 
of  public  notoriety.  But  inasmuch  as  the  reception  of  such  evidence 
is  founded  upon  the  supposition  that  the  persons  from  whom  it  is 
derived  possessed  the  means  of  knowledge ;  and  since  such  evidence 
is  in  its  own  nature  very  weak,  unless  it  be  supported  by  other  cir- 
cumstances,* the  following  sanctions  appear  to  be  necessary  to  war- 
rant a  presumption  from  such  evidence. 

Ftrstj  in  order  to  warrant  such  a  presumption,  the  fact  to  which  the 
reputation  or  tradition  applies,  must  in  general  be  of  ^^ptiblic  nature ; 
for  otherwise  it  cannot  be  presumed  that  the  persons  from  whom  the 
knowledge  is  derived  possessed  the  means  of  knowledge,  or  if  they  did 
possess  the  means,  that  their  attention  and  observation  were  attracted 
to  it :  and  therefore  such  evidence  is  admissible  in  cases  of  character, 
public  prescriptions,  and  customs  relating  to  manors,'  and  parishes, 
and  of  rights  of  common,  public  boundaries  and  highways.'  Such 
evidence  is  also  received  with  respect  to  the  existence  of  a  modus,^  or  a 
right  to  free  warren,^  because,  although  they  are  in  strictness  private 
rights,  yet  they  affect  a  great  number  of  occupiers  within  a  district.^ 

So  where  the  defendant  in  trespass  pleaded  a  prescriptive  right  of 
common  over  the  locus  in  quOy  at  all  times,  for  his  cattle  levant  and 
couchant,  and  the  plaintiff,  in  his  replication,  prescribed  in  right  of 
his  messuage  to  use  the  *locu%  in  qtio  for  tillage  with  corn,  t-^^aqi 
and  until  the  taking  in  of  the  corn  to  hold  and  enjoy  the  same 
in  every  year,  and  traversed  the  defendant's  prescription,  on  which 
issue  was  joined,  it  was  held*  that  many  persons  besides  the  defendant 

'  See  tit.  Character. 

•  Per  Lord  Ellenborougb,  1  M.  &  S.  (28  E.  G.  L.  R.)  686. 
'  Barnes  v.  Mawsan,  1  M.  &  S.  (28  £.  C.  L.  R.)  77. 

<  1  M.  &  S.  (28  £.  C.  L.  R.)  686  ;  6  M.  &  W.  234 ;  see  tit.  Custom— Prescrip- 
Tioir,  &c. 

*  2  Ves.  512 ;  Gwill.  854.  » 13  M.  &  W.  332. 

k  Per  Dampier,  J.,  1  M.  &  S.  (28  £.  C.  L.  R.)  691 ;  see  tit.  Tithes. 
»  Weeks  v.  Sparke,  1  M.  A  S.  (28  E.  C.  L.  R.)  679 ;  PHtchard  v.  PoweU,  10  Q. 
B.  (59  E.  C.  L.  R.)  589. 
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having  a  right  of  common  6ver  the  loevs  in  quo^  evidence  of  reputa- 
tion, as  to  the  right  claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  was  admissible,  a 
foundation  having  been  first  laid,  by  evidence  of  the  enjoyment  of 
such  right.  But  it  seems  to  be  now  settled,  although  the  question 
was  long  8ub  judice^  that  general  evidence  of  reputation  is  not  admis- 
sible in  the  case  of  a  private  prescription  or  other  claim.  In  the 
case  of  Morewood  v.  Wood^  the  question  was  whether  general 
evidence  of  reputation  as  to  a  prescriptive  right  of  digging  stones  on 
the  lord's  waste,  annexed  to  a  particular  estate,  was  admissible ;  and 
the  Judges  were  divided  upon  it.  In  Outram  \:  Morewood^  Lord 
Kenyon  said,  '*that  although  a  general  right  might  be  proved  by 
traditionary  evidence,  a  particular  fact  could  not."  There  the  ques- 
tion was,  whether  Cow  Close  had  been  part  of  the  estate  of  Sir  J". 
Zoueh,  out  of  which  certain  rents  and  coals  had  been  reseryed ;  and 
the  Court  held  that  the  fact  could  not  be  proved  by  entries  made  by 
a  third  person  deceased,  in  his  books  of  receipts  of  rents  from  his 
tenant,  such  entries  being  considered  as  no  more  than  a  declaration 
of  the  fact  by  such  third  person ;  which  was  different  from  entries  by 
a  steward,  who  thereby  charged  himself  with  the  receipt  of  money. 
In  Doe  V.  ThomaSy^  where  in  an  action  of  ejectment  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  claimed  as  tenant  in  tail  under  the  will  of  A,  who  gave  B. 
his  son  an  estate  for  life,  and  the  defendant  claimed  as  the  devisee  of 
B.,  the  question  was,  whether  the  land  in  dispute  was  part  of  the 
entailed  estate,  or  had  been  purchased  by  B. ;  it  was  held  that 
evidence  of  *reputation  that  the  land  had  been  purchased  of 
^  J  tT".  aS.  by  A.  was  inadmissible."*  And  although  traditionary 
reputation  is  evidence  of  boundary  between  two  parishes  and  manors,^ 
it  is  not  evidence  of  boundary  between  two  private  estates.'  *  Upon 
the  principle  that  it  is  a  matter  of  general  and  public  notoriety,  a 

»  32  Geo.  III.,  B.  R.  14  East  327,  in  note. 

»  6  T.  R.  123.  •  14  East  323. 

p  In  The  BUhop  of  Heath  v.  Lord  Belfield,  B.  N.  P.  295,  it  was  held  that  evi- 
dence of  reputation  was  admissible,  in  quare  impedit,  to  prove  that  one  Knight 
had  been  in  by  the  presentation  of  one  from  whom  the  defendant  claimed  ;  but 
in  Re  JSrisweH^  3  T.  R.  723,  Lord  Kenyon  denied  that  this  case  was  law. 

^  Nicholls  V.  Parker  J  Ex.  Summer  Ass.  1805,  cor,  Le  Blanc,  J.,  Taunton,  1795 ; 
E.  V.  Parish  of  Hammersmith ,  Sitt.  after  Hil.  1776  ;  Dovm  v.  Hale,  cor,  Law- 
rence, see  14  East  331 ;  Peake,  £v.  App.  33  ^  Ireland  v.  PotoeUf  Salop  Sum.  Ass. 
Peake,  Ev.  App.  33 ;  Brisco  v.  Lomaxy  8  Ad.  &  E.  (35  E.  C.  L.  R.)  198. 

'  Clothier  v.  Chapman^  14  East  331,  in  the  note. 

^  That  this  is  not  the  received  law  in  the  United  States,  see  the  cases  cited  in 
the  note  2,  p.  46,  ante. 
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particular  historical  fact  may,  as  it  seems,  be  proved  by  reputation  of 
the  fact,  and  (as  falling  within  the  scope  of  such  evidence)  by  a  gen- 
erally received  historical  account  of  it."  ^ 

2dly.  Neither  reputation  nor  traditionary  declarations  are  admis- 
sible as  to  a  parti(!ular  fact.^  Evidence  of  reputation  upon  general 
points  is  receivable,  because  all  mankind  being  interested  in  them,  it 
is  natural  to  suppose  that  they  may  be  conversant  with  the  subjects, 
and  they  should  discourse  together  about  them,"^  all  having  the  same 
means  of  information ;  but  this  does  not  apply  to  particular  facts, 
which  may  not  be  notorious,  which  may  be  misrepresented  or  misun- 
derstood, and  which  may  have  been  connected  with  other  facts  by 
which  their  effect  would  be  limited  and  explained.  Such  evidence 
would  obviously  be  open  to  all  the  uncertainty,  and  liable  to  all  the 
objections  incident  to  mere  hearsay  evidence,  and  is  therefore  of  too 
slight  a  nature  to  support  any  presumption.  And,  therefore,  upon  a 
question  of  modus,  evidence  of  the  declaration  of  an  old  person,  since 
deceased,  that  so  *much  per  acre  had  always  been  paid  in  lieu  ^^.^^ 
of  tithes,  would  be  good  evidence  as  to  reputation ;  but  a  de-  ^  ^ 
claration  by  such  a  person  that  he  paid  so  much  in  lieu  of  tithes  would 

'  B.  N.  P.  248;  1  Salk.  282 ;  1  Vent.  151 ;  Skin.  14,  623 ;  and  see  Thonas  v. 
Jenkin*,  6  Ad.  &  £.  (33  £.  C.  L.  R.)  525. 

*  Per  Lord  Kenjon,  Oviram  v.  Moretoood,  5  T.  R.  123. 

•  jPer  Lord  Renyon,  see  Morewood  v.  Woody  14  East  329. 

^  Historical  facto  of  general  and  public  notoriety  may  be  proved  by  repatation, 
and  that  reputation  may  be  established  by  historical  works  of  known  character 
and  accuracy.  But  evidence  of  this  sort  is  confined  in  a  great  measure  to  ancient 
facts  which  do  not  pre-suppose  better  evidence  in  existence  ;  and  when  from  the 
nature  of  the  transaction  or  the  remoteness  of  the  period,  or  the  public  and  gen- 
eral reception  of  the  facte,  a  just  foundation  is  laid  for  general  confidence.  The 
work  of  a  living  author  who  is  within  the  reach  of  the  process  of  the  court  can 
hardly  be  deemed  of  this  nature.  Ue  may  be  called  as  a  witness ;  he  may  be 
examined  as  to  the  sources  and  accuracy  of  his  information  ;  and  especially  if 
the  facto  which  he  relates  are  of  a  recent  date,  and  may  be  fairly  presumed  to 
be  within  the  knowledge  of  many  living  persons,  from  whom  he  has  derived  his 
materials,  there  would  seem  to  be  cogent  reasons  to  say  that  his  book  was  not, 
ander  such  circumstances,  the  best  evidence  within  the  reach  of  the  parties : 
Morris  v.  Harmer*s  HeirSj  7  Pet.  554.  £vents,  connected  with  and  forming 
part  of  the  public  history  of  the  country,  courto  will  judicially  notice :  Humphrey 
T.  Bumtide,  4  Bush  215.  They  will  take  judicial  notice  of  the  existence  of  the 
civil  war  of  1861-5,  and  of  the  facto  of  public  history  connected  with  ito  origin 
and  progress :  Cuyler  v.  Ferrill,  1  Abb.  U.  S.  160.  Volumes — as  the  American 
State  Papers — published  under  the  authority  of  Congress,  are  competent  evi- 
dence :  Doe  V.  Roej  13  Fla.  602. 
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not  be  admissible,  since  it  is  a  particular  fact/  So  in  those  cases 
where  evidence  of  perambulations  is  admitted,  it  is  in  the  nature  of 
hearsay  evidence,  not  of  particular  acts  done,  as  that  such  a  turf  was 
dug,  or  such  a  post  put  down  in  a  particular  spot ;  but  it  is  evidence 
of  the  ambit  of  any  particular  place  or  parish,  aAd  of  what  the  per- 
sons accompanying  the  survey  have  been  heard  to  say  and  do  on  such 
occasion/ 

3dly.  If  the  reputation  or  tradition  relate  to  the  exercise  of  a  right 
of  privilege,  it  should  be  supported  by  proof  of  acts  of  enjoyment  of 
such  right  or  privilege  within  the  period  of  living  memory ;'  and  when 
that  foundation  has  been  laid,  then,  inasmuch  as  there  cannot  be  any 
witnesses  to  speak  to  acts  of  enjoyment  beyond  the  time  of  living 
memory,  evidence  is  to  be  admitted  from  old  persons  conversant  with 
the  neighborhood  where  the  right  is  claimed,  of  what  they  have  heard 
other  old  persons,  who  were  in  a  situation  to  know  what  the  rights 
were,  say  concerning  them.* 

Another  class  of  evidence,  which  is  admissible,  though  the  usual 
tests  are  inapplicable,  consists  of  declarations  made  by  one  of  the 
parties  to  a  suit,  in  the  nature  of  a  confession  or  admission  contrary 
to  his  own  interest.  Whatever  a  party  voluntarily  admits  to  be  true, 
though  the  admission  be  contrary  to  his  interest,  may  reasonably  be 
taken  for  the  truth.  The  same  rule  it  will  be  seen  applies  to  admis- 
sion by  those  who  are  so  identified  in  situation  and  interest  with  a 
party  that  their  declarations  may  be  considered  to  have  been  made 
by  himself.^  *As  to  such  evidence,  the  ordinary  tests  of 
L  ^  truth  are  properly  dispensed  with  ;  they  are  inapplicable :  an 
oath  is  administered  to  a  witness  in  order  to  impose  additional  obliga- 
tion on  his  conscience,  and  so  to  add  weight  to  his  testimony ;  and  he 
is  cross-examined  to  ascertain  his  means  of  knowledge,  as  well  as  his 
intention  to  speak  the  truth.  But  where  a  man  voluntarily  admits  a 
debt  or  confesses  a  crime,  there  is  little  occasion  for  confirmation ; 
the  ordinary  motives  of  human  conduct  are  sufficient  warrants  for 
belief.* 

,    «  Harttood  v.  Sims,  1  Wight  112. 

y  Per  Lord  Ellenborough,  1  M.  &  S.  (28  E.  C.  L.  R.)  687. 

'  See  the  observations  of  the  Judges  in  Weeks  v.  Parke,  1  M.  &  S.  (28  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  679 ;  and  of  Grose,  J.,  5  T.  R.  32. 

M  M.  &  S.  (28  E.  C.  L.  R.)  679 ;  14  East  330 ;  12  East  65. 

^  See  Vol.  II.  tit.  Admissions. 

'  In  general  the  declarations  of  a  party  to  the  record  in  interest  are  admissi- 
ble, and  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  if  the  parties  have  a  joint  interest  in  the  matter 
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There  is  also  another  species  of  hearsay  evidence,  which  in  some 
instances  may  be  referred  to  this  class.     Where  a  declaration  accom- 

in  suit,  an  admission  made  by  one  is  in  general,  evidence  against  all :  Black  v. 
Lamb,  1  Beas.  108.  He  is  not  bound  by  or  held  to  admit  as  true  every  state- 
ment made  by  his  witness  during  the  trial,  because  he  does  not  deny  or  contra- 
dict them  at  the  time:  WtUcins  v.  Siedgtr,  22  Cal.  231.  He  may  show  that 
admissions  made  by  him  were  untrue  or  made  under  a  mistake,  unless  another 
has  acted  on  them  so  as  to  estop  him  :  Bay  v.  Bell,  24  III.  444.  The  silence  of 
a  party,* to  whom  a  note  purporting  to  be  signed  by  him  was  shown,  with  a  re- 
quest to  pay  it,  is  competent  evidence  that  his  signature  is  genuine,  or  if  not 
genuine  of  his  assent  to  be  bound  by  it :  Corson  v.  Paul,  41  N.  H.  24 ;  Greenfield 
Bank  ▼.  Cra/t,  2  Allen  269.  So  a  declaration  made  in  the  presence  of  a  party 
and  not  denied :  Oibney  v.  Monkey,  34  N.  Y.  301 ;  Lanergan  v.  People,  30  N.  Y.  39. 
Declarations  by  a  minister  in  the  pulpit  are  not  evidence  in  his  own  favor 
against  the  congregation:  Johnson  v.  Trinity  Church,  11  Allen  123.  When  a 
party  refers  to  a  third  person  for  information  relating  to  the  issue,  it  makes  the 
declaration  of  such  thiru  person  evidence :  Allen  v.  Killinger,  8  Wall.  480.  The 
admissions  of  a  married  woman  are  competent  evidence  in  an  action  by  her 
trustee  for  her  use  :  HP  Lemon  v.  Nuckells,  1  Ala.  Sel.  Cas.  591. 

As  to  admissions  of  partners,  see  Fail  v.  M"* Arthur,  31  Ala.  26  ;  Smitha  v. 
Curetan,  Ibid.  652 ;  Rich  v.  Flanders,  39  N.  H.  304 ;  Hunter  v.  Hubbard,  26 
Tex.  537  ;  Rotan  v.  NicholU,  22  Ark.  214  ;  Ben^  v.  Lathrop,  24  Ibid.  12. 

As  to  admissions  by  partner  after  dissolution :  Carry  v.  Kurts,  33  Miss.  24 ; 
American  Iron  Mountain  Co,  v.  Evans,  27  Mo.  552  ;  Miller  v.  Niemerick,  19  111. 
172 ;  Rich  V.  Flanders,  39  N.  H.  304;  Pennoyer  v.  David,  8  Mich.  407 ;  Haggy, 
Orgill,  10  Cas.  344 ;  NaUe  v.  Gates,  20  Tex.  315  ;  Flowers  v.  Helm,  29  Mo.  324  •, 
Wtnslow  V.  Newlin,  45  111.  145. 

The  whole  of  the  conversation  in  which  an  admission  is  made  may  be  given 
ID  evidence:  Hudson  v,  Howlett,  32  Ala.  478 ;  Thrall  v.  Smiley,  9  Gal.  529  ; 
State  V.  Morion,  28  Mo.  530 ;  Perego  v.  Purdy,  1  Hilt.  269  ;  Bearss  v.  Copley,  10 
N.  Y.  93 ;  Doonan  v.  Mitchell,  26  Ga.  472 ;  Scruggs  v.  Bibb,  33  Ala.  481 ;  Veiihs 
▼.  Hagge,  8  Clarke  163 ;  People  v.  Murphy,  39  Cal.  52 ;  Jones  v.  Fort,  36  Ala. 
449 ;  KamweU  v.  Bassett,  24  Ark.  499  ;  Hamsher  v.  Kline,  7  P.  F.  Smith  397. 
That  a  witness  did  not  hear  the  whole  conversation  is  no  reason  for  excluding 
what  he  did  hear :  Mays  v.  Deaver,  1  Clarke  216  ;  Williams  v.  Keyser,  11  Fla. 
234.  In  an  action  on  the  case  for  obstructing  a  private  way,  it  is  not  error  to 
reject  evidence  of  an  opinion  expressed  by  one  of  the  parties  as  to  the  extent  of 
his  rights  where  no  one  was  injured  by  it:  Steffy  v.  Carpenter,  1  Wright  41.  It 
is  not  necessary  that  admissions  to  be  received  in  evidence  should  be  admissions 
of  facts  within  the  knowledge  of  the  party  making  them :  Chapman  v.  Chicago 
R.  R.  Co,,  26  Wis.  295. 

To  render  the  declaration  of  an  agent  admissible  against  his  principal,  they 
must  be  made  in  regard  to  a  transaction  then  depending,  and  must  be  part  of 
the  res  gestce :  Hayward  Rubber  Company  v.  Duncklee,  30  V t.  29 ;  Raiford  v. 
French,  11  Rich.  (Law)  367  ;  Mason  v.  Croom,  24  Ga.  211  ;  Winter  v.  Burt,  31 
Ala.  33 ;  Robinson  v.  Fitchburg  and  Worcester  Railroad  Company,  7  Gray  92 ; 
VaU  v.  Judson,  4  B.  D.  Smith  165  ;  Gilson  v.  Wood,  20  111.  37  ;  Gerke  v.  Cali- 
Jomia  SUam  Navigation  Company,  9  Cal.  251  ;  Dick  v.  Lindsay,  2  Grant  431  ; 
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panics  an  act,  it  is  frequently  admissible  as  part  of  the  act  itself. 
Sach  declarations,  it  will  be  seen,  are  more  frequently  used  as  col- 
lateral or  indirect  evidence  from  which  some  other  fact  is  to  be  in- 
ferred, than  as  direct  evidence  of  a  fact;  and  as  such  will  be 
afterwards  considered.  SuflSce  it  to  observe,  for  the  present,  that 
declarations  are  usually  admissible  where  the  fact  which  they  accom- 
pany is  material  and  admissible,*  and  where  the  nature  and  quality 
of  the  act  are  also  material ;  for  in  such  instances  a  declaration 
accompanying  the  act  may  either  be  regarded  as  part  of  the  act 
itself,  or  as  the  most  proximate  and  satisfactory  evidence  for  explain- 
ing and  illustrating  the  fact.^ 

«  7  Ad.  &  E.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  361 ;  R.  v.  BlUs,  Ibid.  550. 

Garfield  v.  Knighfs  Ferry  Company,  14  Cal.  35  ;  Milwaukee  Railroad  Company 
V.  Finney^  10  Wis.  388  ;  Robeson  v.  SchttylkiU  Navigation  Company,  3  Grant 
186;  Persse  Paper  Works  v.  Willett,  1  Rob.  131  ;  Low  v.  Conn.  R,  R,  Co.,  46 
N.  H.  284 ;  Weeks  v.  Barron,  38  Vt.  420 ;  Price  v.  N.  J.  R.  R.  Co.,  2  Vroom 
229 ;  Raislee  v.  Springer,  38  Ala.  703 ;  Beardslee  v.  Steinmesch,  38  Mo.  168 ; 
Walker  v.  Howell,  1  Cald.  238  j  Hudsfreth  v.  Allen,  26  Ind.  165 ;  Converse  v. 
BlumHck,  14  Mich.  109  ;  Burnside  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  R.  Co.,  47  N.  H.  554 ; 
Green  v.  North  Buffalo  Township,  6  P.  F.  Smith  ]  10 ;  Penna.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Books,  7  Ibid.  339 ;  Thomas  v.  Sternheimer,  29  Md.  268 ;  Tuttle  v.  Turner,  28 
Tex.  759 ;  Farmer  v.  Lewis,  1  Buck  66  ;  Lowry  v.  Hams,  12  Minn.  255  ;  Hotoe 
Machine  Co.  v.  Snow,  32  Iowa  433  ;  Hall  v.  HcUl,  34  Ind.  314  ;  Matteson  v.  New 
York  R.  R.  Co.,,  62  Barb,  364  ;  Michigan  Central  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Cougar,  55  111. 
503 ;  Osgood  v.  Bringoff,  32  Iowa  265  ;  Happy  v.  Masher,  18  N.  Y.  313.  Before 
the  statements  of  an  agent  can  be  given  in  evidence  the  agency  must  first  be 
cloarlj  established :  Rosenstock  v.  Tormey,  32  Md.  169.  They  are  admissible  to 
charge  the  principal  only  when  they  are  part  of  the  res  gestce :  Whiteside  v. 
Margarl,  51  III.  507 ;  Smith  v.  Wallace,  25  Wis.  55.  Letters  of  deceased  agents 
are  not  admissible  to  prove  past  occurrences  :  Alabama  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  42 
Ala.  242  ;  Buchanan  v.  Collins,  42  Ala.  419.  The  rule  that  the  declarations  of 
an  agent  are  not  admissible  unless  part  of  the  res  gestas  applies  to  the  officers 
and  agents  of  municipal  corporations  :  Blanchard  v.  Blackstone,  102  Mass.  343 ; 
Cortland  County  v.  Herkimer  County,  44  N.  Y.  22. 

The  declarations  of  an  agent  tending  to  show  he  had  knowledge  of  a  certain 
fact  are  admissible  to  prove  such  knowledge  and  to  discharge  his  principal : 
MAuley  v.  Weatern  Railroad  Company,  33  Vt.  311.  The  declarations  of  indi- 
viduals, who  are  directors  of  a  bank,  not  forming  part  of  an  official  act,  are  not 
admissible  to  prove  an  antecedent  fact  against  the  bank :  Pemigewassett  Bank  v. 
Rogers,  }S  N.  H.  255. 

^  The  rules  regulating  the  admissibility  of  declarations  accompanying  acts  are 
difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  be  defined ;  the  general  principles  on  which  they  are 
founded  are  well  stated  in  the  text.  These  declarations  are  not  received  as 
proofs  of  facts — but  as  facts  showing  the  motives  for  an  act  or  the  character  of 
it:  Blighty.  Ashley,  1  Pet.  C.  C.  Rep.  22;  Pool  v.  Bridges,  4  Pick.  378;  Boyden 
V.  Moore,  11  Ibid.  365;  Tompkins  v.  Saltmarsh,  14  S.  &  R.  275.     ^*  When  an  act 
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Experience  supplies  a  reasonable  presumption  that  a  declaration 
made  by  a  person  in  doing  an  act,  as  to  his  intention  and  object,  and 
where  that  person  labored  under  no  temptation  to  deceive,  was  spon- 
taneous, natural,  and  consistent  with  truth.  The  most  usual  example"* 
adduced  in  illustration  of  this  doctrine,  is  that  of  a  declaration  made 
by  a  trader,  at  the  time  of  deserting  his  house  or  place  of  business,  as 
to  his  intention  and  object  in  so  doing,  in  order  to  prove  an  act  of 
bankruptcy.  Here  it  is  observable  that  the  fact  of  departure  is  ma- 
terial :  the  question  *is  as  to  the  nature  and  quality  of  the  act,  r^crn-i 
that  is,  as  to  the  object  and  intention  of  the  trader  in  doing 
that  act ;  and  to  prove  this,  the  declarations  which  he  made  at  the 
time  of  leaving  his  house  or  counting-house,  are  constantly  admitted 
in  proof  of  his  design,  as  being  natural  and  spontaneous  indications 
of  the  truth,  although  his  subsequent  declaration,  even  upon  oath, 
would  be  absolutely  rejected. 

It  is  emphatically  to  be  observed,  that  the  rule  admitting  evidence 
of  a  declaration  accompanying  an  act,  is  not  founded  on  any  general 
presumption  that  in  every  such  case  credit  is  to  be  given  to  the  vera- 
city of  the  declarant ;  for  if  that  were  so,  and  acted  on  as  a  general 
rule,  the  acts  of  strangers  would  be  admissible  for  the  purpose  of 
sanctioning  the  admission  of  such  declaration.  But,  as  will  be  seen, 
the  acts  of  strangers  are  excluded,  for  reasons  as  strong,  if  not 
stronger,  than  those  which  exclude  the  mere  declarations  of  strangers ; 
and  as  the  transactions  of  mere  strangers,  not  in  themselves  material 
to  the  subject  of  inquiry,  are  properly  regarded  as  inadmissible,  so 
likewise  must  declarations  be  excluded  which  depend  for  their  credit 
on  their  connection  with  the  acts  of  strangers. 

Whether,  therefore,  declarations  accompanying  acts  are  to  be 
deemed  of  value  from  credit  given  to  the  declarant,  or  as  being  part 
and  parcel  of  the  collateral  circumstances  from  which  the  jury  are  to 
draw  their  conclusion  as  to  the  nature  and  quality  of  the  act  itself, 
it  is  essential  that  the  act  itself  should  be  material  and  admissible.     If, 

*  See  below,  tit.  Witness  ;  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Bankrupt. 

ifl  done,  to  which  it  is  necessiurj  to  ascribe  a  motive,  it  is  always  considered  that 
what  is  said  at  the  time,  from  whence  the  motive  may  be  collected,  is  part  of 
the  resgeaiay  Per  Rogers,  J.,  GUchrist  v.  Ballj  8  Watts  358.  Upon  a  question 
of  boundary,  the  declaration  of  a  deceased  person  who  pointed  out  a  line  of 
marked  trees,  saying  it  was  a  known  division  line,  was  held  to  be  admissible  in 
evidence,  as  part  of  the  res  gestce ;  but  any  further  declaration  made  by  him  at 
the  time  of  a  fact  material  to  the  issue,  was  held  to  be  inadmissible :  Van  Dusen 
T.  Turnery  12  Pick.  532. 
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for  the  sake  of  illustration,  the  question  for  what  purpose  a  sura  of 
money  was  paid  by  A.  to  jB.,  were  material  to  the  issue,  what  A. 
said  to  B.  on  paying  the  money  would  be  most  important,  it  may  be, 
conclusive  evidence.  But  if  A.  and  B.  were  strangers  to  the  cause, 
and' the  fact  of  payment  were  not  material  to  the  issue,  then,  although 
A.  at  the  time  of  payment  made  a  declaration  as  to  the  truth  of  a 
fact  material  to  the  issue,  as  that  he  had  lost  a  wager  betted  on  that 
fact,  the  declaration  would  neither  be  evidence  in  itself  nor  as  ex- 
planatory of  the  act  of  -4..,  *which,  as  being  the  act  of  a 
L       -*   stranger,  was  also  inadmissible.*' 

*  The  principle  of  admitting  declarations  as  accompanying  acts  was  much  con- 
sidered in  the  case  of  Doe  d,  Taiham  v.  Wright,  7  Ad.  &  £.  (34  £.  0.  L.  R.)  313 ; 

5  Nev.  &  M.  (36  E.  C.  L.  R.)  132 ;  4  Ring.  N.  C.  (33  E.  C.  L.  R.)  489 ;  2  Nev. 

6  P.  305. 

^  Declarations,  which  form  part  of  the  res  gestae,  which  explain  and  give  charac- 
ter to  what  was  done  at  the  time,  are  not  liable  to  the  objection  that  they  are 
hearsay :  Kirhy  v.  TTie  State,  7  Yerg.  259 :  Evans  v.  Jones,  8  Yerg.  461  :  Marr  v. 
mil,  10  Mo.  320 ;  Kinzer  v.  MitcheU,  8  Rarr  64 ;  St.  Clair  v.  Shale,  9  Rarr 
252 ;  Casky  v.  Haviland,  13  Ala.  314 ;  EUcins  v.  Hamilton,  20  Vt  627 ;  Holhrook 
V.  Murray,  20  Vt.  525 ;  Russell  v.  Frisbie,  19  Conn.  205 ;  Bedding  v.  Spruance, 
4Harring.  217;  EoulhacY.  White,  9  Ired.  63;  Biles  y.  Holmes,  11  Ired.  16; 
Tbrnldes  v.  Reynolds,  17  Ala.  109 ;  Beckwith  v.  MoUahan,  2  W.  Va.  477  ;  State 
V.  Dula,  1  Phill.  (Law)  211 ;  Rutland  v.  Hathom,  36  Geo.  380 ;  Monday  v.  State, 
32  Ga.  672;  Baker  y.  Kelly,  41  Miss.  696;  Marcy  y.  Merchants'  Ins.  Co.,  19 
La.  Ann.  388 ;  Webster  v.  Canman,  40  Mo.  156;  Garber  v.  State,  4  Cald.  161 ; 
Reggs  v.  State,  6  Cald.  517 ;  Comm.  v.  Janes,  99  Mass.  438  ;  Reed  v.  New  York 
Central  R,  R.  Co.,  56  Rarb.  493 ;  Sears  v.  Hoyt,  37  Conn.  406 ;  Southwestern  R. 
R.  Co.  V.  Rowan,  43  Ga.  411 ;  Parsons  v.  State,  43  Ga.  197 ;  Head  v.  State,  44 
Miss.  731 ;  Collins  v.  Waters,  54  111.  485 ;  Downs  v.  New  York  R.  R.  Co.,  47 
N.  Y.  83 ;  Union  Savings  Association  v.  Edwards,  47  Mo.  445 ;  Rollins  v.  Strout, 
6  Nev.  150 ;  Flint  v.  Norwich  Transportation  Co.,  7  Rlatohf.  536.  When  it  is 
competent  to  prove  an  act,  it  is  also  competent  to  prove  as  part  of  the  res  gestae 
what  the  person  performing  the  act  said  at  the  time  in  explanation :  Braselton 
V  Tumey,  7  Cald.  267.  In  proving  a  sale  of  goods,  evidence  is  admissible  of 
declarations  of  the  parties  accompanying  the  acts  and  forming  part  of  the  res 
gestos:  Elliott  v.  Stoddard,  98  Mass.  145.  The  declarations  of  bystanders  at  a 
public  sale  are  admissible  in  evidence  in  regard  to  it :  Stewart  v.  Severance,  43 
Mo.  322.  Acts  and  declarations  contemporaneous  with  an  alleged  gift  to  prove 
delivery :  Bragg  v.  Massis'  Adm.,  38  Ala.  89.  So  also  statements  of  officials 
made  during  the  prosecution  of  work  for  a  municipal  corporation  to  persons 
engaged  upon  it :  Maker  v.  Chicago,  38  111.  266. 

When  an  account  is  made  out  by  the  creditor,  and  receipted  by  him,  the  pre- 
sumption arises  that  it  was  paid  by  the  debtor.  If  the  creditor  in  the  receipt 
states  that  he  received  the  money  from  a  third  person,  it  is  evidence  of  that  fact 
against  the  debtor.  So,  also,  if,  at  the  time,  he  had  verbally  admitted  or  declared 
such  to  be  the  fact,  it  would  be  competent  testimony  against  the  debtor,  as  a  part 


DECLARATION.  53 

These  classes  of  eyidence  are  distinguishable  from  all  others  by 
this  characteristic  difference,  that  such  evidence  may  be  resorted  to 
in  the  first  instance  as  original  evidence,  whilst  all  other  mediate 
testimony  is  admissible  only  on  a  principle  of  necessity,  as  second  art 
evidence,  after  the  failure  of  evidence  of  a  higher  and  more  satisfac- 
tory nature.' 

'  Tbere  is  this  essential  distinction  between  a  declaration  which  is  admissible 
as  accompanying  an  act,  and  one  admissible  merely  as  secondary  evidence ;  in 
the  former  case,  the  admissibility  results  immediately  from  its  connection  with 
a  fact  material  to  the  cause,  and  already  in  evidence ;  whilst  to  warrant  the  ad- 
mission of  secondary  evidence,  a  foundation  must  first  be  laid  by  proof  of  extrinsic 
circumstances,  usually  unconnected  with  the  cause. 

of  the  rcB  gesice :  Harriaon  v.  Harrison,  9  Ala.  73.  Where  an  act  proved  is 
relevant  and  material,  declarations  accompanying  the  act,  and  strictly  explana- 
tory of  it,  are  admissible  as  part  of  the  res  gesicB:  Tucker  v.  Peculee,  36  N.  H. 
167;  Banfield  v.  Parker,  Ibid.  853;  HaU  v.  Ymtng,  37  Ibid.  134;  Fail  v. 
M^ Arthur,  31  Ala.  26 ;  M^Lemore  v.  Pinkston,  Ibid.  266 ;  George  v.  ThomcUy  16 
Tex.  74 ;  Meek  v.  Perry,  36  Miss.  190.  Where  it  is  material  to  show  the  animus 
with  which  an  act  was  done,  both  the  prior  and  subsequent  declarations  of  the 
party  doing  the  act,  as  well  as  those  which  accompany  it,  are  admissible :  Bar- 
tratn  v.  Stone,  31  Conn.  159.  In  a  suit  for  damages  for  injury  caused  by  the 
overturning  of  a  stage  coach,  the  plaintiff's  declarations  at  the  time  of  the  acci- 
dent, are  admissible :  Frink  v.  Coe,  4  Greene  555.  But  the  statements  of  a 
railroad  conductor  made  after  the  accident,  are  no  part  of  the  res  gestce :  Oriffin 
v.  Montgomery  Railroad  Co,,  26  Ga.  111.  The  rule  that  declarations  of  a  party 
at  the  time  of  doing  an  act,  are  admissible  as  part  of  the  res  gesice,  does  not 
apply  so  as  to  admit  as  against  third  persons,  declarations  of  a  past  fact,  having 
the  effect  of  criminating  the  latter :  People  v.  Simonds,  19  Gal.  275. 

The  declarations  of  a  sick  person  as  to  his  symptoms,  are  admissible :  Feagin 
V.  Beasley,  23  Ga.  17  ;  Wilkinson  v.  Moseley,  30  Ala.  562;  Wadlow  v.  Perryman, 
27  Mo.  279;  Tilman  v.  Stringer,  26  Ga.  171 ;  Looper  v.  Bdl,  1  Head  373 ;  Howe 
V.  Plainjield,  41  N.  H.  135 ;  State  v.  Hotoard,  32  Vt.  380 ;  Perkins  v.  Concord 
Railroad,  44  N.  H.  223;  Barber  v.  Meman,  11  Allen  322;  Mattison  v.  New 
York  R.  R.  Co.,  35  N.  Y.  487 ;  Fondrew  v.  Dresfu,  39  Miss.  324 ;  Illinois  R.  R. 
Co,  y.  Sutton,  42  111.  438 ;  Gray  v.  McLaughlin,  26  Iowa  279.  The  declarations 
of  one  who  was  killed  by  a  railroad  accident  as  to  the  manner  in  which  such 
accident  occurred  are  admissible  in  an  action  against  the  railroad  company  by 
the  widow :  Brownell  v.  Pacific  R,  R.  Co.,  49  Mo.  239 ;  contra,  Friedman  v. 
Railroad  Co.,  7  Phila.  203.  Declarations  of  the  accused  made  when  first  charged 
with  the  crime  are  admissible  in  his  favor :  Comfort  v.  People,  54  111.  404 ;  State 
V.  Patterson,  63  N.  C.  520.  A  person  accused  of  crime  is  not  permitted  to  prove 
his  conduct  and  statements  soon  after  the  commission  of  the  crime :  HaU  v.  State, 
40  Ala.  698;  Young  y.  Power,  41  Miss.  197;  Baker  y,  Kelly,  41  Miss.  696; 
Morris  v.  Nashwood,  1  Buck  208 ;  Tucker  v.  Hood,  2  Ibid.  85 ;  Hyatt  v.  Adams^ 
16  Mich.  ISO.  A  baggage  master  is  the  proper  person  to  inquire  of  in  regard  to 
lost  baggage,  and  his  answer  is  part  of  the  evidence  of  the  loss.  It  is  a  part  of 
the  res  gestce :  Curtis  v.  Avon  R.  R.  Co,,  49  Barb.  148. 
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Next,  as  to  sach  mediate  evidence  as  is  of  a  secondary  description. 

As  information  derived  through  another  person  is  in  its  own 
nature  inferior  in  point  of  certainty  to  that  which  is  derived  imme- 
diately from  an  eye  or  ear  witness,*  so,  *even  in  cases  where 
*-       J    the  party  from  whom  such  testimony  is  derived  delivered  it 

'  The  highest  degree  of  certainty  of  which  the  mind  is  capable,  with  respect  to 
the  existence  of  a  particular  fact,  consists  in  a  knowledge  of  it  derived  from  actual 
perception  of  the  fact  by  the  senses ;  and  even  this  degree  of  evidence  is  obviously 
capable  of  being  strengthened  or  weakened  by  particular  circumstances.  It  is 
seldom,  however,  that  a  jury  can  act  upon  knowledge  of  this  description;  it 
rarely  happens  that  a  fact  which  can  be  decided  by  mere  inspection  is  submitted 
to  their  consideration.  In  some  instances,  however,  an  inspection  by  the  jury 
conduces  to  their  decision  ;  where  the  question  turns  upon  local  situation,  a  view 
may  be  had.  So  the  judges  in  oases  of  mayhem,  used  to  act  super  visum  vul- 
neris;  so  a  jury  of  matrons,  upon  the  plea  of  pregnancy,  inspect  the  person  of 
the  prisoner.  The  degree  of  evidence  which  ranks  the  second  in  the  scale,  con- 
sist^ of  information  derived,  not  from  actual  perception  by  our  senses,  but  from 
the  relation  and  information  of  others  who  have  had  the  means  of  acquiring  actual 
knowledge  of  the  facts,  and  in  whose  qualifications  for  acquiring  that  knowledge 
and  retaining  it,  and  faithfulness  in  afterwards  communicating  it,  we  can  place 
confidence. 

Information  thus  derived  is  evidently  inferior,  in  point  of  certainty,  to  that 
knowledge  which  is  acquired  by  means  of  the  senses,  since  it  is  one  step  removed 
from  the  highest  and  most  perfect  source.  The  truth  of  the  fact  in  question 
depends  upon  the  powers  of  perception  possessed  by  another  ;  the  opportunity 
afforded  him  of  applying  them ;  his  diligence  in  making  that  application,  the 
strength  of  his  recollection,  and  his  inclination  to  speak  or  to  write  the  truth.  It 
is,  however,  upon  knowledge  thus  derived  that  juries  must  in  general  act;  they 
must  be  informed  of  the  res  gestce  by  those  who  have  been  eye  and  ear  witnesses 
of  them  ;  their  means  of  knowledge  and  their  faithful  communication  of  it,  being 
guarded  by  the  securest  means  which  the  law  can  devise.  A  third,  and  still 
inferior  ground  of  belief,  consists  in  information  which  we  derive,  not  imme- 
diately from  one  who  has  had  actual  knowledge  of  the  fact  by  the  perception  of 
his  senses,  but  from  one  who  knows  nothing  more  of  the  fact  than  that  it  has 
been  asserted  by  some  other  person  ;  this  species  of  evidence,  which  is  generally 
termed  hearsay  evidence,  is  evidently  inferior,  in  point  of  certainty,  to  the  former, 
even  for  the  common  purposes  of  daily  intercourse  in  society ;  for,  although  the 
author  of  the  assertion  may  be  known,  and  his  veracity  highly  appreciated,  there- 
is  a  greater  latitude  afforded  for  deception,  mistake,  and  misapprehension,  and 
for  defect  of  memory,  and  hence  a  degree  of  doubt  must  result,  which  must  evi- 
dently be  increased  in  proportion  to  the  number  of  persons  through  whom  the 
communication  has  been  transmitted ;  and,  consequently,  where  the  author  is 
unknown,  and  the  number  of  intermediate  parties  who  have  acted  in  the  trans- 
mission is  also  unknown,  the  knowledge  must  be  vague  and  uncertain,  even  as 
applied  to  the  common  affairs  of  life.  But  for  the  purposes  of  proof  in  a  court 
of  justice,  a  still  stronger  reason  operates  to  the  rejection  of  such  evidence, 
namely  that  it  cannot  be  subjected  to  the  ordinary  tests  which  the  law  has  pro 
vided  for  the  ascertainment  of  truth,  the  obligation  of  an  oath,  and  the  oppor- 
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under  the  sanction  of  a  judicial  *oath,  and  although  the  party  f.^.,.-. 
to  be  aflFected  by  it  had  the  opportunity  to  cross-examine,  yet  *-  J 
the  testimony  so  given  would  still  be  inferior  in  degree  to  the  direct 
testimony  of  the  same  witness,  and  consequently  such  inferior  evi- 
dence would  be  excluded  by  the  general  principle  already  adverted  to, 
80  long  as  the  original  witness  could  himself  be  produced. 

But  in  ordinary  cases,  where  the  testimony  formerly  given  con- 
sists of  mere  declarations,  which  rest  principally,  if  not  entirely,  on 
the  credit  of  the  party  who  made  them,  such  evidence  is  of  a  still 
weaker  and  more  imperfect  description,  not  being  sanctioned  by 
either  of  the  great  tests  of  truth  already  mentioned.  Hence  the 
goneral  rule  of  *law  is,  that  such  evidence  cannot  be  received  rtr/:»-| 
except  in  particular  instances  where  the  necessity  is  urgent, 
and  peculiar  considerations  sanction  a  departure  from  the  general  rule. 

tanity  afforded  for  cross-examination ;  for  these,  or  equivalent  ones,  are  the 
^arantees  of  truth,  which  the  law  in  ordinary  cases  invariably  requires.  In 
the  common  course  of  life,  evidence  of  this  nature  is  frequently,  nay  usually, 
acted  upon  without  scruple ;  but  in  the  ordinary  affairs  of  life  there  is,  in  gen- 
eral, no  considerable  temptation  to  deceive :  on  the  contrary,  a  legal  investiga- 
tion of  a  fact,  which  involves  the  highest  and  dearest  interests  of  the  parties  con- 
cerned— property,  character,  nay  liberty,  or  life  itself — presents  the  greatest 
possible  temptations  to  deceive ;  and  therefore  that  evidence  which  is  admitted 
before  a  jury  must  be  guarded  by  greater  restraints  and  stricter  rules  than 
those  which  are  sufficient  for  the  common  purposes  of  life. 

Even  if  it  were  to  be  assumed  that  one  who  had  been  long  enured  to  judicial 
habits  might  be  able  to  assign  to  such  evidence  just  so  much  and  no  greater 
credit  than  it  deserved,  yet,  upon  the  minds  of  a  jury  unskilled  in  the  nature  of 
judicial  proofs,  evidence  of  this  kind  would  frequently  make  an  erroneous  im- 
pression. Being  accustomed  in  the  common  concerns  of  life,  to  act  upon  hearsay 
and  report,  they  would  naturally  be  inclined  to  give  such  credit  when  acting 
jadicially ;  they  would  be  unable  to  reduce  such  evidence  to  its  proper  standard, 
when  placed  in  competition  with  more  certain  and  satisfactory  evidence ;  they 
would,  in  consequence  of  their  previous  habits,  be  apt  to  forget  how  little  reli- 
ance ought  to  be  placed  upon  evidence  which  may  so  easily  and  securely  be  fab- 
ricated ;  their  minds  would  be  confused  and  embarrassed  by  a  mass  of  conflict- 
ing testimony ;  and  they  would  be  liable  to  be  prejudiced  and  biassed  by  the 
character  of  the  person  from  whom  the  evidence  was  derived.  In  addition  to 
this,  since  everything  would  depend  upon  the  character  of  the  party  who  made 
the  assertion,  and  the  means  of  knowledge  which  he  possessed,  the  evidence,  if 
admitted,  would  require  support  from  proof  of  the  character  and  respectability 
of  the  asserting  party ;  and  every  question  might  branch  out  into  an  indefinite 
number  of  collateral  issues. 

Upon  those  grounds  it  is  that  the  mere  recital  of  a  fact,  that  is,  the  mere  oral 
ttssertion  or  written  entry  by  an  individual  that  a  particular  fact  is  true,  cannot 
be  reeeived  in  evidence.    See  Gambler  on  the  Study  of  Moral  Evidence. 
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Where  a  witness  to  facts  might  be  produced  and  examined  on  oath, 
little  doubt  could  be  entertained  that  hearsay  evidence  of  his  mere 
declaration,  heard  and  detailed  by  another,  ought  to  be  excluded,  so 
infinitely  inferior  in  degree  must  such  hearsay  evidence  be  when  com- 
pared with  direct  testimony  delivered  in  open  Court. 

Immediate  testimony  is  given  under  the  solemn  sanction  of  an 
oath,  in  the  presence  of  the  public;  the  jury  have  the  advantage 
of  observing  the  deportment  of  the  witness,  the  manner  in  which  he 
gives  his  testimony :  in  particular,  whether  as  one  relying  on  the 
consistency  of  truth,  he  answers  promptly  and  readily  according  to 
the  suggestions  of  his  memory,  or  with  hesitation  and  difficulty, 
either  attempting  to  evade  direct  answers,  or  to  gain  time  to  weigh 
them,  in  order  to  avoid  contradictions  and  inconsistency ;  whether 
he  readily  answers  all  questions  indifferently,  whether  they  make  in 
favor  or  against  the  party  whose  witness  he  is,  or  he  gives  favor- 
able answers  on  the  one  side  with  willingness  and  readiness,  on  the 
other  with  difficulty  and  reluctance.  The  attention  of  such  a  witness 
is  Called  directly  and  immediately  to  the  very  facts  of  which  the 
disclosure  is  material ;  his  means  of  knowledge,  memory,  situation, 
connection  with  the  parties,  and  his  motives,  are  subject  to  the 
severe  and  trying  test  of  cross-examination,  by  means  of  which  fraud- 
ulent witnesses  are  often  surprised  and  detected. 

In  all  these  important  particulars  mediate  evidence  is  usually 
defective;  for  although  no  doubt  be  entertained  that  the  witness 
examined  heard  from  another  the  statement  which  he  is  ready  to 
repeat,  yet  that  other  did  not  make  the  communication  under  the 
sanction  of  an  oath ;  there  are  no  sufficient  means  of  ascertaining 
whether  he  had  the  opportunity  or  the  capacity  for  minute  and 
^accurate  observation,  nor  of  judging  as  to  the  tenacity  of 
I-  ^  his  memory ;  his  attention  in  making  the  communication  may 
not  have  been  sufficiently  directed  to  many  of  the  particular  facts, 
which  afterwards  appear  to  be  material ;  he  may  have  omitted  many 
which  are  important,  or,  not  knowing  that  any  such  use  would  after- 
wards be  made  of  his  declarations,  may  have  expressed  himself  with- 
out that  caution  and  accuracy  which  he  would  have  deemed  to  be 
necessary  had  he  been  examined  under  the  sanction  of  an  oath  before 
a  public  tribunal,  having  his  attention  particularly  directed  to  each 
material  fact,  and  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  important  conse- 
quences which  might  result  from  his  testimony  with  respect  to  the 
property,  liberty,  or  lives  of  others,  and  the  necessity  for  attention 
and  caution  in  his  answers.     In  addition  to  this,  he  may  have  been 
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induced  to  misrepresent  facts  on  the  particular  occasion,  under  the 
influence  of  indirect  motives,  which,  without  the  opportunity  of  cross- 
examination,  it  is  impossible  to  trace  or  even  to  surmise. 

Where  the  communication  is  derived  through  several  intermediate 
witnesses*  it  is  still  weaker  in  degree ;  there  is  greater  latitude 
afforded  for  misunderstanding  and  mistake,  or  even  designed  wilful 
misrepresentation  ;  and  it  is- more  difficult  to  appreciate  the  veracity 
of  the  original  witness,  the  means  which  he  possessed  of  acquiring 
information,  and  the  motives  by  which  he  was  actuated  in  making 
the  communication.  Ordinary  experience  shows  how  little  credit  is 
due  to  such  mediate  testimony,  and  how  frequently  it  happens  that 
even  most  absurd  and  improbable  reports  acquire  credit. 

But  where  such  immediate  testimony  is  unattainable^  and  declara- 
tions oral  or  written  can  be  proved  to  have  been  made,  why,  it  may 
be  asked,  should  not  these,  in  default  of  better  evidence,  be  admitted  ? 
as  such  evidence  would,  in  numerous  instances,  be  sufficient  to  con- 
vince an  ordinary  individual,  why  should  truth  derivable  from  such 
eyidence  be  excluded?  The  answer  is,  because  if  such  *evi- 
dence  were  generally  receivable,  the  uncertainty  and  con-  ^  -* 
fusion  which  would  result  from  its  general  reception  would  far  out- 
weigh the  benefit  which  might  possibly  be  derived  from  its  admission 
in  particular  instances. 

The  law  for  regulating  the  reception  of  evidence  ought  to  proceed 
upon  certain  grounds,  and  prescribe  plain  and  determinate  limits: 
if  none  were  to  be  prescribed,  the  most  serious  inconvenience  would 
be  experienced  in  the  administration  of  justice  ;  the  trials  of  causes 
would  be  unnecessarily  protracted  by  the  admission  of  unnecessary 
evidence,  and  the  attention  of  the  jurors  would  often  be  distracted 
from  the  consideration  of  that  which  was  material  and  useful,  and 
applied  to  that  which  was  unimportant,  or  even  irrelevant :  on  the 
other  hand,  indefinite  and  obscure  boundaries,  which  occasioned  the 
admission  of  evidence  to  be  encumbered  with  doubts  and  difficulties, 
would  be  worse  than  none. 

To  take  a  strong  case :  suppose  that  a  man,  asserting  that  he  is 
urged  by  the  reproaches  of  his  conscience  to  confess  a  crime  of 
great  enormity,  surrenders  himself  into  the  hands  of  justice,  and 
that  his  ample  confession  involves  others  as  having  been  his  guilty 
associates ;  it  may  easily  be  supposed  that  in  such  a  case  the  appa- 
rently sincere  penitence  of  the  self-accuser,  and  the  great  improba- 
bility that  such  a  statement  under  the  circumstances  could  possibly 
be  founded  on  any  but  sincere   motives,  would  strongly   tend   to 
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induce  one  who  heard  the  confession,  and  knew  the  circumstances 
under  which  it  was  made,  to  give  it  credit.  This  may  readily  be 
admitted:  the  question,  however,  is  not  what  might  happen  under 
special  circumstances,  but  whether  they  warrant  a  general  rule,  and 
whether  a  general  rule  which  would  include  such  evidence  would 
not  also  include  a  great  deal  more  of  a  suspicious  and  unsatisfactory 
nature.  In  order  to  form  a  conclusion  on  this  subject,  all  peculiar 
and  adventitious  circumstances  as  to  the  particular  manner,  conduct 
and  demeanor  of  the  penitent,  his  expressions  of  sorrow  and  con- 
_  trition,  *must  be  left  out  of  the  account;  these  are  merely 
L  -'  adventitious,  and  are  circumstances  in  themselves  too  variable 
and  indefinite  to  furnish  a  rule  of  admission  or  exclusion.  Stripped 
of  such  merely  casual  circumstances  as,  whatever  their  influence 
might  be  in  particular  instances,  could  supply  no  general  and  cer- 
tain rule,  the  question  would  be,  whether  the  consideration  that  the 
party  accusing  another  avowed  his  own  guilt,  to  the  same  or  it  may  be 
to  a  less  extent,  supplied  a  general  sanction  for  the  reception  of  such 
evidence.     On  this  question  it  is  difficult  to  raise  a  doubt. 

To  ascertain  by  what  impulses  and  motives  a  person  so  situated 
might  be  actuated  in  making  such  a  statement,  is  far  beyond  the 
power  of  human  wisdom ;  that  he  was  really  the  guilty  person  he 
avowed  himself  to  be,  might  indeed  be  readily  inferred,  so  far  as 
he  alone  was  concerned  ;  but  in  charging  others  as  his  associates,  it 
is  far  from  impossible  that  he  might  practice  deceit  or  misrepresen- 
tation from  sinister  motives :  it  might  be  in  the  hope  of  procuring  in 
his  own  favor  a  mitigation  of  punishment  or  even  a  pardon  ;  it  might 
be  for  the  purpose  of  extenuating  his  own  conduct ;  or  even  that  he 
acted  from  motives  of  malice  and  revenge,  or  for  the  sake  of  reward, 
in  a  case  where  security  and  reward  were  held  out  as  inducements  to 
a  detection,  or  might  expect  such  a  result  in  the  event  of  the  con- 
viction of  the  party  whom  he  thus  charged  with  being  a  guilty 
associate. 

To  establish,  therefore,  a  general  rule,  that  where  a  self-accuser 
at  the  time  of  his  confession  charged  another  with  the  commission  of 
the  same  crime,  the  confession  should  be  received  against  the  latter, 
would  be  to  admit  evidence  in  many  cases  of  too  suspicious  and 
dangerous  a  description  to  be  relied  on  generally,  especially  by 
juries,  who  would  frequently  be  destitute  of  those  collateral  aids 
which  would  enable  an  individual  acquainted  with  all  the  minute 
circumstances  of  the  case  to  form  his  own  judgment,  and  who  for 
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want  of  such  means  might  frequently  '''be  induced  to  give   r^cgn-i 
credit  to  a  statement  where  an  individual  would  have  withheld 
his  confidence  altogether. 

Again,  in  respect  of  civil  liability,  it  is  very  possible  that  a  decla- 
ration by  Ay  that  he  was  jointly  liable  with  B  to  the  payment  of  a 
debt  or  duty,  would,  under  particular  circumstances,  entitle  him  to 
credit ;  it  might  be  that  the  very  circumstance  of  his  at  once  admit- 
ting his  own  responsibility  would  be  a  sanction  for  believing  that  B 
was  also  liable :  but  it  might  also  happen  that  such  an  admission  was 
bat  a  mere  artifice,  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  either  of  causing 
another  who  was  not  liable  to  contribute  to  the  payment  of  ^*s  debt, 
or  even  resulted  from  collusion  with  one  setting  up  a  false  claim  to 
defraud  B. 

It  is  obvious,  therefore,  that  a  general  rule  which  admitted  the 
mere  statement  of  one  man  to  be  used  against  another  merely  on 
the  ground  that  such  statement  was  apparently  contrary  to  the 
interest  of  him  who  made  it,  though  it  might  occasionally  tend  to  the 
ends  of  justice,  would  in  other  instances  be  productive  of  mischief 
and  injustice. 

But  if  the  consideration  that  the  statement  was  apparently  con- 
trary to  the  interest  of  the  party  who  made  it,  would  not  in  general 
warrant  its  reception,  it  is  plain  that  the  reasons  for  exclusion  would 
operate  still  more  forcibly  to  the  general  exclusion  of  statements, 
the  reception  of  which  was  not  sanctioned  by  some  general  rule  of 
law.  In  individual  instances,  casual  and  adventitious  circumstances, 
and  in  particular  a  full  conviction  of  the  veracity  and  accuracy,  as 
well  of  the  party  who  made  as  of  the  party  who  communicated  the 
declaration,  would  be  a  sufficient  ground  for  belief,  on  which  an  in- 
dividual might  safely  act ;  but  such  special  grounds  can  seldom  form 
the  basis  of  a  general  rule  ;  and  the  consideration  that  a  man  might 
in  particular  instances  trust  to  such  evidence,  would  supply  no  suffi- 
cient reason  for  the  general  reception  of  such  evidence  before  a  jury, 
who  would  usually  be  destitute  of  those  peculiar  means  of  judging  of 
the  credit  due  to  the  evidence  by  the  *aid  of  which  an  ordi-  r:|c^i-| 
nary  individual  would  be  enabled  to  decide,  and  consequently 
be  peculiarly  liable  to  imposition  were  such  evidence  to  be  generally 
admissible. 

Hence  it  is,  that  except  in  the  instances  which  will  presently  be 

noticed,  where  a  rule  of  exception  can  be  established  to  the  contrary, 

the  law  excludes  all  mediate  or  hearsay  evidence  of  mere  declarations 

made  by  others  to  those  who  are  sworn  and  examined.     In  so  doing, 
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the  truth  may  sometimes  be  excluded,  but  ample  compensation  is 
made  by  the  further  exclusion  of  a  mass  of  evidence  which  would 
tend  to  deceive  and  mislead :  the  result  is,  on  the  whole,  greatly  on 
the  side  of  justice:  the  rule  obstructs  one  source  of  truth,  but  it  also 
excludes  a  flood  of  error. 

Next,  then,  in  what  instances,  and  under  what  sanction  does  the 
law  admit  secondary  mediate  evidence? 

In  the  first  place,  it  seems  to  be  a  general  rule,  that  where  a  wit- 
ness already  examined  in  a  judicial  proceeding  between  the  same 
.  parties  is  since  dead,  his  former  examination  is  admissible  as  secondary 
evidence ;  for  in  such  case  the  testimony  was  given  under  the  obliga- 
tions of  an  oath,  and  the  adversary  had,  or  might  have  had  the  bene- 
fit of  a  cross-examination.^ 

Where,  however,  the  party  against  whom  the  evidence  is  offered 
had  not  the  opportunity  to  cross-examine,  the  deposition  or  examina- 
tion is  usually  inadmissible ;  at  least  its  inadmissibility  is  not  war- 
ranted by  the  rule  just  adverted  to.  On  these  grounds  it  is  that  the 
depositions  of  witnesses  taken  by  magistrates  in  cases  of  felony,  under 
the  statutes  1  &  2  Ph.  &  M.,  c.  13 ;  2  &  8  Ph.  &  M.,  c.  10 ;  and  7 
Geo.  IV.,  c.  64,  though  admissible  when  taken  in  the  presence  of  the 
prisoner,  who  has  thus  had  the  opportunity  to  cross-examine,  have 
been  held  to  be  inadmissible  when  taken  in  the  absence  of  the  pris- 
oner.^ It  is  again  to  be  observed,  that  where  a  party  against  whom 
r*fi21  ^^^^  evidence  is  offered  had  the  opportunity  to  *cross-examine, 
it  is  the  same  thing  in  effect  as  if  he  had  availed  himself  of 
the  opportunity,  provided  it  was  taken  in  the  course  of  a  proceeding 
to  which  he  was  a  party,  for  otherwise  he  was  not  bound  to  pay  any 
attention  to  it. 

The  first  great  class  where  mediate  testimony  is  receivable  as  second- 
ary evidence  on  special  grounds,  although  the  statement  was  not  on 
oath,  and  although  the  adversary  had  no  opportunity  to  cross-examine, 
consist^  of  the  declarations  made  by  persons  since  deceased,  on  the 
subject  of  pedigree,  custom,  boundary,  and  the  like,  where  from  the 
nature  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  declarations  and  situation  of  the 
parties  it  is  reasonably  to  be  presumed  that  they  knew  the  fact. 

In  the  first  place,  the  fact  to  be  proved  must  be  of  a  public  nature; 

^  Vide  infra^  tit.  Depositions  ;  and  see  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Depositions. 

^But  see  Boudereau  et  al.  v.  Montgomery  et  aL,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  Rep.  186; 
EllioU  V.  Piersol,  1  Pet  337. 

G. 
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otherwise  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  the  individual  from  whom  the 
tradition  was  derived  had  the  means  of  knowledge. 

Secondly.  As  in  the  case  of  general  reputation,  such  evidence  must, 
in  all  cases  where  any  question  of  public  concern  is  in  issue,  be  con- 
fined to  general  declarations,  to  the  exclusion  of  mere  declarations  as 
to  particular  facts. 

Thirdly.  Traditionary  evidence  as  to  rights  must  be  derived  from 
those  persons  who  were  in  a  situation  to  know  what  the  rights  were ; 
and  in  the  case  of  pedigree,  declarations  are  not  admissible,  unless 
they  be  derived  from  such  as  were  connected  with  the  family. 

Fourthly.  As  evidence  of  this  description  partakes  of  the  weakness 
and  infirmities  of  hearsay  report,*  its  credibility  depends  *main1y  r:|c^o-i 
in  the  absence  of  all  temptation  to  misrepresent  the  facts :  it 
follows  that  it  cannot  be  trusted,  and  is  inadmissible,  under  circum- 
stances which  were  likely  to  influence  and  bias  those  from  whom  the 
evidence  is  derived.  Upon  this  principle  it  has  been  held  that  a 
declaration  relating  to  a  pedigree  made  post  litem  motaniy  cannot  be 
received.^  But  in  the  case  of  NichoUs  v.  Parker^^  traditionary  evi- 
dence of  what  old  persons,  then  dead,  had  said  concerning  the  bound- 
aries of  the  parish  and  manor  (the  subject  of  the  action)  was  admitted 
in  evidence,  although  the  old  persons  were  parishioners,  and  claimed 

*  Grose,  J.,  in  the  case  of  Morewood  v.  Wood,  14  East  330,  states  the  case  of  a 
pedigree  which  was  tried  at  Winchester,  where  there  was  a  strong  reputation 
throughout  all  the  country  one  way,  and  a  great  number  of  persons  were  exam- 
ined to  it ;  but  after  all,  the  whole  was  overturned,  and  proved  to  have  no  foun- 
dation whatsoever,  by  the  production  of  a  single  paper  from  the  Herald's  office  ; 
which  shows  (observed  the  learned  judge)  how  cautiously  this  sort  of  evidence 
ought  to  be  admitted.  See  also  Lord  Ellenborough^s  observations,  1  M.  &  S.  (28 
£.  C.  L.  R.)  616-7,  where  he  observes  that  reputation  in  general  is  weak  evi- 
dence ;  and  of  BuUer,  J.,  Morewood  v.  Wood,  14  East  330. 

^  Case  of  Berkeley  Peerage^  4  Camp.  401 ;  Sussex  Peerage  case,  11  CI.  &  F.  85. 
See  the  cases  below,  tit.  Pedigree  ;  and  see  Bex  v.  Cotton,  3  Camp.  444,  cor, 
Dampier ;  where,  upon  an  indictment  against  an  occupier  of  a  farm,  for  not  re- 
pairing a  road  ratione  tenurce,  an  award  made  many  years  before,  when  the  same 
subject  was  in  dispute  between  a  former  occupier  and  the  township,  was  rejected 
as  inadmissible,  on  the  ground  that  the  declarations  of  witnesses,  since  deceased, 
made  before  the  arbitrator  on  that  occasion,  could  not  have  been  received,  hav- 
ing been  made  post  litem  moiam,  and  that  the  opinion  of  the  arbitrator,  founded 
npon  such  testimony,  could  not  be  entitled  to  greater  credit  It  is  vexata  qucestio 
whether  such  declarations  made  post  litem  motam  would  not  be  admissibTe,  if  it 
oonld  h»  shown  that  the  person  making  them  did  not  know  of  the  existence  of 
any  controversy.  See  Berkeley  Peerage  case,  Monkton  v.  Attomey- General,  2 
Boas,  k  M.  147. 

U4  East  331. 
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rights  of  common  on  the  wastes,  which  would  he  enlarged  by  their 
several  declarations,  there  not  appearing  to  be  any  dispute  at  the  time 
respecting  the  right  of  the  old  persons  making  the  declarations,  at  least 
no  litigation  pending :  so  that  those  persons  could  not  be  considered  as 
having  it  in  view  to  make  declarations  for  themselves  at  the  time ; 
although,  in  fact,  the  boundary  had  been  in  long  dispute  between  the 
respective  parishes  and  manors,  and  intersecting  perambulations  had 
been  made  both  before  and  after  such  declarations  by  the  respective 
parties. 

Lastly,  as  in  the  case  of  general  reputation,  such  evidence  is  of  little 
or  no  weight,  unless  it  be  supported  and  confirmed  by  evidence  of 
the  actual  exercise  and  *enjoyment  of  the  right  to  which  such 
L       J    traditionary  declaration  relates. 

In  the  next  place,  notwithstanding  the  general  rule,  that  the  mere 
declarations  of  a  person,  as  to  a  particular  fact,  are  not  evidence  of 
that  fact ;  and  notwithstanding  the  limitations  by  which  the  reception 
of  evidence  of  reputation  and  tradition  is  guarded,  particularly  those 
which  confine  the  admission  of  such  evidence  to  matters  of  some  pub- 
lic nature  and  interest,  and  exclude  reputation  and  tradition,  which 
relate  merely  to  particular  facts ;  there  are  some  cases  which  form 
exceptions  to  these  rules,  and  where  the  privacy  of  the  fact,  so  far 
from  excluding  the  hearsay  declaration  concerning  it,  seems  to  in- 
duce the  necessity  of  its  admission.  As  far  as  these  are  referable  to 
any  certain  principles  (for  some  of  them  have  been  looked  upon  as 
mere  anomalies  and  arbitrary  exceptions),"^  they  seem  to  be  confined, 
for  the  most  part,  to  instances  of  facts  known  only  to  a  few  individu- 
als who  possessed  peculiar  means  of  knowledge,  and  consequently 
where,  if  the  declarations  of  such  individuals  were  not  admissible,  all 
evidence  on  the  subject  might  be  excluded.  They  are  divisible  into 
two  distinct  classes,  the  one  consisting  of  declarations  or  entries 
against  the  interest*^  of  the  persons  making  them  ;  the  other,  of  entries 
made  by  parties  in  the  usual  course^  of  their  business. 

With  respect  to  the  first  of  these  classes,  the  reception  of  such  de- 
claration or  entry  seems  to  have  been  founded  upon  the  presumption 
that  the  party  would  not  have  made  it  contrary  to  his  own  interest, 

"^  See  Lord  Kenjon^s  observation,  5  T.  R.  123. 

^  See  the  first  of  these  classes  folly  discussed  and  explained  in  Highham  v. 
Eidgioai/f  2  Smith's  Leading  Cases  183,  and  the  notes  to  that  case. 

"  See  this  class  fully  discussed  in  Price  v.  Lord  Torringtonf  1  Smith's  Leading 
Cases  139,  and  the  notes  to  that  case.  It  seems  doubtful  whether  a  declaration 
made  in  the  usual  course  of  businens,  though  taken  down  at  the  time  by  a  third 
person  in  such  course,  would  be  evidence :  see  Brain  v.  Preece,  11  M.  &  W.  773. 
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unless  it  had  been  true.  *The  absence  not  merely  of  any  in-  r*gc-i 
terest  to  falsify  it,  bat  the  circumstance  of  its  being  actually 
adverse  to  his  interest,  creates  the  strongest  improbability  that  it  is 
a  misrepresentation,  and  justly  is  considered  to  afford  a  sufficient 
guarantee  for  its  accuracy  to  render  it  admissible  as  evidence  when 
the  person  who  made  it  is  no  more.  Thus,  where  a  deceased  steward 
has  admitted  by  entries  in  his  accounts,  the  receipt  of  rents,^  or 
churchwardens  have  made  similar  entries  of  the  receipt  of  moneys 
from  the  inhabitants  of  a  sub*di vision  of  the  parish,  for  parochial 
purposes,  such  admissions  have  been  held  to  be  evidence  of  payments 
for  those  purposes.^  And  upon  similar  grounds,  the  declaration  of  a 
deceased  tenant,  that  he  held  the  land  under  a  particular  person,  was 
held  to  be  admissible  to  prove  the  seisin  of  that  person ;  such  a  decla- 
ration being  against  his  interest,  not  only  because  it  tended  to  nega- 
tive the  presumption  of  his  being  the  freeholder,  which  his  possession 
would  create,  but  also,  since  it  would  have  been  evidence  against  him, 
by  the  landlord,  in  an  action  for  use  and  occupation.' 

The  second  class  of  exceptions  to  the  general  rule,  consists  of 
instances  where  such  evidence  derives  credit  from  circumstances, 
independently  of  the  consideration  of  an  interest  to  the  contrary 
on  the  part  of  the  person  who  made  itj  viz. :  that,  it  was  made  by  a 
party  in  the  usual  course  of  his  profession,  trade  or  business.  An 
entry  so  made  obviously  derives  its  claim  to  credit  from  a  considera- 
tion of  the  great  improbability  that  such  a  person  would,  without  any 
assignable  motive,  wantonly  make  an  entry  of  a  false  fact.  The 
bare  possibility  of  the  casual  *fabrication  of  a  fal8e~entry, 
made  for  the  purpose  of  future  evidence,  could  have  little  '-  -' 
weight  when  compared  with  the  importance  of  the  object  to  be  ulti- 
mately attained.  In  such  cases,  therefore,  no  distinction  can  be 
made  on  the  supposition  or  probability  of  fraud,  in  the  one  case, 
rather  than  the  other :  it  must,  to  prevail,  depend  on  the  position, 
that  where  the  entry  contains  no  acknowledgment  against  the  interest 
of  the  vouchee,  there  exists  a  greater  probability  that  it  was  wantonly, 
carelessly,  or  mistakenly  made ;  this,  however,  must  depend  on  the 

'  Barry  ▼.  Bebhington^  4  T.  R.  514. 

«  Stead  V.  ffeaian^  4  T.  R.  669. 

'  UheU  T.  Wdtsan^  4  Taunt.  16.  See  also  PerigalY.  Nicholson^  1  Wightw.  63. 
See  also  Higham  v.  Ridgway^  10  East  109 ;  2  Smith's  Lead.  Cases  183 ;  where 
it  was  held  that  an  entry  made  by  a  deceased  man-midwife  that  he  had  delivered 
a  woman  of  a  child  on  a  particular  day,  and  referring  to  his  ledger,  in  which  the 
charge  for  his  attendance  was  marked  paid^  was  evidence  on  the  trial  of  an  issue 
as  to  the  age  of  the  child. 
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circumstances  under  which  it  was  made;  if  it  was  a  written  entry 
made  in  the  usual  course  of  a  man's  profession  or  trade,  in  the 
absence  of  fraud,  it  carries  with  it  a  reasonable  degree  of  probability 
that  it  was  made  according  to  the  truth. 

As  the  exact  rules  by  which  the  reception  of  these  two  classes  of 
evidence  is  governed  can  only  be  thoroughly  explained  by  reference 
to  the  decisions  on  the  subject  they  will  be  detailed  at  a  future 
opportunity ;  for  the  present  it  will  suffice  to  make  a  few  observations 
on  the  general  principle  which  ought  to  regulate  the  admissibility  of 
such  evidence. 

In  the  first  place,  as  such  evidence  is  in  general  excluded  on  the 
grounds  already  adverted  to,  it  is  essential  that  some  special  neces- 
sity should  exist  in  the  particular  class  of  cases  for  deviating  from 
the  general  rule,  and  that  it  should  never  be  resorted  to,  until  the 
higher  degree  of  evidence  which  the  party  himself  might  have  given 
be  shown  to  be  no  longer  attainable  in  consequence  of  his  death. 

And  even  then,  in  order  to  warrant  the  reception  of  such  secondary 
evidence,  it  is  essential  that  circumstances  should  exist  which  afford 
a  reasonable  presumption  that  the  person  who  spoke  or  wrote  that 
which  is  offered  in  evidence  had  means  of  knowing  the  fact,  and  that 
he  was  not  likely  to  have  misrepresented  it. 


[♦67]  *CHAPTER  IV. 

INDIRECT  EVIDENCE. 

Next,  as  to  the  admission  of  indirect  evidence. 

Having  now  briefly  noticed  the  general  principles  which  govern 
the  reception  of  direct  evidence  to  prove  a  disputed  fact  by  the  aid 
of  testimony,  whether  immediate  or  mediate,  we  are  next  to  con- 
sider those  which  govern  the  admission  of  indirect  evidence:  that 
is,  of  facts  collateral  to  the  disputed  fact,  but  from  the  existence  of 
which  the  truth  of  the  fact  in  dispute  may  be  inferred. 

The  necessity  for  resorting  to  indirect  or  circumstantial  evidence 
is  manifest.  It  very  frequently  happens  that  no  direct  and  positive 
testimony  can  be  procured;  and  often,  where  it  can  be  had,  it  is 
necessary  to  try  its  accuracy  and  weight  by  comparing  it  with  the 
surrounding  circumstances. 
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The  VfQXkt  of  written  documents,  the  treachery  and  fallaciousness 
of  the  human  memory,  the  great  temptations  which  perpetually 
occur  to  exclude  the  truth,  by  the  suppression  of  evidence,  or  the 
fabrication  of  false  testimony,  render  it  necessary  to  call  in  aid  every 
means  of  ascertaining  the  truth  upon  which  the  law  can  safely  rely. 

Where  direct  evidence  of  the  fact  in  dispute  is  wanting,  the  more 
the  jury  can  see  of  the  surrounding  facts  and  circumstances,  the 
more  correct  their  judgment  is  likely  to  be.  It  is  possible  that 
some  circumstances  may  be  misrepresented,  or  acted  with  a  view  to 
deceive ;  but  the  whole  context  of  circumstances  cannot  be  fabricated ; 
the  false  invention  must  have  its  boundaries,  where  it  may  be  com- 
pared with  the  truth:  and,  therefore,  the  more  extensive  the  view  of 
the  jury  is  of  all  the  minute  "^circumstances  of  the  transaction,  r«pQ-i 
the  more  likely  will  they  be  to  arrive  at  a  true  conclusion. 
Truth  is  necessarily  consistent  with  itself;  in  other  words,  all  facts 
which  really  did  happen,  did  actually  consist  and  agree  with  each 
other.  If  then  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  as  detailed  in  evidence, 
are  incongruous  and  inconsistent,  that  inconsistency  must  have  arisen 
either  from  mistake,  from  wilful  misrepresentation,  or  from  the 
correct  representation  of  facts  prepared  and  acted  with  a  view  to 
deceive.  From  whatever  source  the  inconsistency  may  arise,  it  is 
easy  to  see  that  the  greater  the  number  of  circumstances  which  are 
exhibited  to  the  jury,  the  more  likely  will  it  be  that  the  truth  will 
prevail :  since  the  stronger  and  more  numerous  will  be  the  circum- 
stances on  the  side  of  truth.  It  will  be  supported  by  facts,  the 
eflfect  of  which  no  human  sagacity  could  have  foreseen,  and  which 
are  therefore  beyond  the  reach  of  suspicion:  whilst,  on  the  other 
hand,  fraudulent  evidence  must  necessarily  be  either  confined  to  a 
few  facts,  or  be  open  to  detection,  by  affording  many  opportunities 
of  comparing  it  with  that  which  is  known  to  be  true.  Fabricated 
facts  must,  in  their  very  nature,  be  such  as  are  likely  to  become 
material.  Hence  it  has  frequently  been  said,  that  a  well-supported 
and  consistent  body  of  circumstantial  evidence  is  sometimes  stronger 
than  even  direct  evidence  of  a  fact ;  that  is,  the  degree  of  uncertainty 
which  arises  from  a  doubt  as  to  the  credibility  of  direct  witnesses, 
may  exceed  that  which  arises  upon  the  question  whether  a  proper 
inference  has  been  made  from  facts  well  ascertained.  A  witness  may 
have  been  suborned  to  give  a  false  account  of  a  transaction  to  which 
he  alone  was  privy,  and  the  whole  rests  upon  the  degree  of  credit  to 
be  attached  to  the  veracity  of  the  individual;  but  where  a  great 
number  of  independent  facts  conspire  to  the  same  conclusion,  and 
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are  supported  by  many  unconnected  witnesses,  the  degree  of  credi- 
bility to  be  attached  to  the  evidence  increases  in  a  very  high  pro- 
portion, arising  from  the  improbability  that  all  those  witnesses  should 
be  mistaken  '''or  perjured,  and  that  all  the  circumstances 
L  -I  should  have  happened  contrary  to  the  usual  and  ordinary 
course  of  human  affairs.  The  consideration,  however,  of  the  credit 
duo  to  circumstantial  evidence,  belongs  to  another  place  ;^  at  present, 
the  subject  is  mentioned  merely  with  a  view  to  illustrate  the  neces- 
sity of  opening  to  a  jury  the  most  ample  view  of  all  the  facts  which 
belong  to  the  disputed  transactions ;  leaving  the  consideration  of  the 
importance  due  to  such  evidence  to  be  examined  hereafter. 

Agreeably  to  this  notion  and  according  to  the  simplicity  of  the 
ancient  law,  it  was  provided  that  every  trial  should  be  had  before  a 
jury  who  lived  so  near  to  the  scene  of  the  disputed  transaction  that 
they  might  reasonably  be  supposed  to  possess  actual  and  personal 
knowledge  of  the  circumstances,  to  have  heard  and  seen  what  was 
done.  Later  experience  has  shown  that  a  knowledge  of  the  facts  to 
be  tried,  such  as  a  residence  in  the  neighborhood  supplies,  affords 
but  an  imperfect  and  dubious  light  for  the  investigation  of  truth ; 
and  that  justice  suffers  more  from  the  prejudices  and  false  notions  of 
the  facts  which  a  residence  in  the  neighborhood  usually  affords,  than 
it  gains  in  point  of  certainty  from  a  previous  knowledge,  on  the  part 
of  the  jury,  of  the  parties  or  of  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  At 
this  day,  therefore,  it  is  no  longer  necessary,  either  in  civil  or  in 
criminal  cases,  that  the  jury  should  be  returned  from  the  vicinage ; 
they  are  taken  without  distinction  from  the  body  of  the  county  at 
large ;  and  being  in  general  strangers  to  the  litigant  parties  and  to 
the  facts  in  dispute,  may  be  presumed  to  discharge  their  important 
duties  without  partiality  or  prejudice.  Still,  however,  the  end  to  be 
attained  is  the  same,  although  the  means  of  attaining  it  are  different ; 
it  is  still  the  great  object  of  the  law  that  the  jury  should  be  fully 
possessed  of  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case ;  and  as  they 

r'*'701  ^^^^  *^^^  ^^^^  actually  witnesses  of  the  transaction,  either 
in  fact  or  in  contemplation  of  law,  the  scene  is  to  be  exhibited 
to  them  by  the  only  means  of  recalling  a  past  transaction,  that  is, 
by  oral  evidence  and  written  documents,  and  the  jury  are  to  collect 
the  facts  by  the  senses  and  perceptions  of  others,  to  whose  account 
credit  is  due. 

In  consequence,  too,  of  the  frequent  failure  of  direct  and  positive 
evidence,  recourse  must  be  had  to  presumptions  and  inferences  from 

*  Vide  infra^  tit.  Circumstantial  Evidence. 
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facts  and  circamstances  which  are  known,  and  which  serve  as  indica- 
tions, more  or  less  certain,  of  those  which  are  disputed  and  contested. 
It  is  consequently  a  matter  of  the  highest  importance  to  consider  the 
grounds,  nature  and  force  of  such  indirect  evidence :  and  to  inquire 
what  facts,  either  singly  or  collectively,  are  capable  of  supplying  such 
inferences  as  can  safely  be  acted  upon.^ 

Presumptions,  and  strong  ones,  are  continually  founded  upon 
knowledge  of  the  human  character,  and  of  the  motives,  passions, 
and  feelings,  by  which  the  mind  is  usually  influenced.  Experience 
and  observation  show  that  the  conduct  of  mankind  is  governed  by 
general  laws,  which  operate,  under  similar  circumstances,  with  almost 
as  much  regularity  and  uniformity  as  the  mechanical  laws  of  nature 
themselves.  The  effect  of  particular  motives  upon  human  conduct  is 
the  subject  of  every  man's  observation  and  experience,  to  a  greater  or 
less  extent;  and  in  proportion  to  his  attention,  means  of  observation, 
and  acuteness,  every  one  becomes  a  judge  of  the  human  character, 
and  can  conjecture  on  the  one  hand,  what  would  be  the  effect  and 
influence  of  motives  upon  any  individual  under  particular  circum- 
stances, and  on  the  other  hand,  is  able  to  presume  and  infer  the  motive 
by  which  an  agent  was  actuated,  from  the  particular  course  of  con- 
duct which  he  adopted.  Upon  this  ground  it  is  that  evidence  is  daily 
^adduced  in  courts  of  justice  of  the  particular  motives  by  r^cy-in 
which  a  party  was  influenced,  in  order  that  the  jury  may  infer 
what  his  conduct  was  under  those  circumstances ;  and  on  the  other 
hand,  juries  are  as  frequently  called  upon  to  infer  what  a  man's 
motives  and  intentions  have  been,  from  his  conduct  and  his  acts. 
All  this  is  done,  because  every  man  is  presumed  to  possess  a  know- 
ledge of  the  connection  between  motives  and  conduct,  intention  and 
acts,  which  he  has  acquired  from  experience,  and  to  be  able  to  pre- 
sume and  infer  the  one  from  the  other. 

The  presumption  of  conduct,  or  of  any  particular  act,  from  the 
motives  by  which  the  supposed  agent  was  known  to  be  influenced,  is 
more  or  less  cogent  as  the  motive  itself  was  stronger  or  weaker,  and 
as  experience  has  proved  it  to  be  more  or  less  efScacious  in  affecting 
a  man's  conduct.  The  presumption  of  particular  intention,  from  a 
man's  acts  and  conduct,  is  more  or  less  forcible,  according  to  their 
nature,  and  their  greater  or  less  tendency  to  effect  the  supposed  in- 
tention, and  the  improbability,  derived  from  experience,  that  they 
could  have  resulted  from  any  other  motive,  or  have  been  done  with 
any  other  intention.     Presumptions  of  this  nature  are  of  most  essen- 

^  See  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Presumptions. 
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tial  importance  in  criminal  cases.  Where  a  heinous  crime  has  been 
committed,  as,  for  instance,  murder  by  means  of  poison,  and  where 
it  is  obvious  that  theft  was  not  the  object  of  the  guilty  party,  it  is 
essential  to  inquire  whether  the  accused  was  influenced  by  any  motive 
to  commit  such  an  offence;  the  absence  of  all  motive,  whether  of 
avarice  or  revenge,  affords  a  strong  presumption  of  innocence,  where 
the  fact  is  in  other  respects  doubtful,  because  experience  of  human 
nature  shows  that  men  do  not  commit  mischief  wantonly  and  gratui- 
tously, without  any  prospect  of  advantage ;  still  less  do  they  perpe- 
trate enormous  crimes,  and  subject  themselves  to  the  severest  penal- 
ties of  the  law,  without  the  strongest  motives:  when,  on  *the  con- 
trary, other  strong  presumptions  appear  against  the  accused,  the 
knowledge  that  he  was  influenced  by  a  very  strong  motive  *to 
*-  ^  commit  such  a  crime,  must  of  necessity  greatly  add  to  the 
probability  of  his  guilt. 

In  criminal  cases  a  question  usually  arises  as  to  the  intention  of 
the  accused,  since  it  is,  in  general,  the  guilty  intention  with  which 
an  act  is  done  that  renders  it  criminal ;  and  in  numerous  instances 
a  particular  intention  is  made  an  essential  ingredient  in  the  statu- 
tory offence.  Sut  intention,  which  is  the  mere  internal  and  invisible 
act  or  resolve  of  the  mind,  cannot  be  judged  of  except  from  exter- 
nal and  visible  acts ;  and  in  all  such  cases,  and  many  others,  a  man's 
object  and  motives  must  be  inferred  from  his  conduct;  and  what  par- 
ticular acts  and  conduct  are  suflScient  to  indicate  the  guilty  intention 
which  is  imputed  to  the  accused,  is  a  question  of  fact  to  be  decided 
by  those  who  are  conversant  in  human  affairs,  and  whose  experience 
enables  them  to  judge  of  the  connection  between  conduct  and  in- 
tention. 

In  many  of  the  common  concerns  of  life  a  man  may  act  from  a 
complication  of  motives  which  human  sagacity  cannot  unravel;  the 
secret  workings  of  which  Omniscience  alone  can  understand ;  but  in 
the  case  of  a  crime  defined  by  the  law,  and  where,  consequently,  both 
the  act  itself  and  the  intention  are  simple  and  definite,  so  much 
difSculty  does  not  prevail  in  the  ascertainment  of  intention ;  in  such 
Instances  it  is  reasonable  to  infer,  that  a  man  intended  and  contem- 
plated that  end  and  result  which  is  the  natural  and  immediate  con- 
sequence of  the  means  used  by  him ;  and  this  is  the  ordinary 
presumption  of  law.  In  criminal  proceedings,  the  consideration 
of  the  conduct  of  the  accused  will,  in  other  respects,  be  found  to  be 
of  great  importance  in  determining  upon  his  guilt  or  innocence, 
where  there  is  either  no  direct  evidence  of  the  fact,  or  such  as  can- 
not standing  alone  be  safely  relied  upon. 
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The  conduct  which  may  afford  an  inference  in  such  a  case,  may 
consist  either  in  the  seeking  opportunities  and  means  for  committing 
such  an  act,  or  in  attempting  to  avoid  suspicion  or  injury  by  flight, 
or  in  concealing  ^evidence  of  guilt,  or  even  in  showing  an  r^ro-i 
anxiety  to  do  so ;  for  it  is  certain  that  the  guilty  person  must 
have  had  the  opportunity  and  means  of  committing  the  offence ;  and 
it  is  probable  that  he  would  previously  watch  for  such  an  opportu- 
nity, and  he  must  have  procured  the  means.  Again,  it  is  also  pro- 
bable that  the  guilty  person,  goaded  by  the  stings  of  conscience,  or 
at  least  actuated  by  fear  of  detection  and  of  punishment,  would  use 
every  effort  within  his  power  to  avoid  suspicion,  or  at  least  inquiry ; 
and  experience  fully  proves  that  means,  in  the  hour  of  terror  and 
alarm,  are  often  resorted  to  by  the  guilty,  in  the  hope  of  providing 
security,  which,  so  far  from  preventing  or  lulling  suspicion,  provoke 
and  excite  it,  and  turn  out  to  be  forcible  evidence  of  guilt.  Flight ; 
the  fabrication  of  false  and  contradictory  accounts,  for  the  sake  of 
diverting  inquiry ;  the  concealment  of  the  instruments  of  violence ; 
the  destruction  or  removal  of  proofs  tending  either  to  show  that  an 
offence  has  been  committed,  or  to  ascertain  the  offender,  are  circum- 
stances indicatory  of  guilt,  since  they  are  acts  to  which  some  motive 
is  attributable,  and  are  such  as  are  not  likely  to  have  been  adopted 
by  an  innocent  man ;  but  such,  on  the  contrary,  as  according  to  ex- 
perience are  usually  resorted  to  by  the  guilty.  A  full  confessions^ 
of  guilt,  although  it  be  but  presumptive  evidence,  is  one  of  the  surest 
proofs  of  guilt,  because  it  rests  upon  the  strong  presumption  that  no 
innocent  man  would  sacrifice  his  life,  liberty,  or  even  his  reputation, 
by  a  declaration  of  that  which  was  untrue.^     The  presumption  im- 

*  See  tit.  Admisson — Confession. 


'  Coofesflions  under  the  iofluenoe  of  hope  or  fear  are  not  admissible :  State  v. 
York,  37  N.  H.  175 ;  State  v.  Wentworth,  Ibid.  196 ;  Shifflefs  Case,  14  Grat.  652 ; 
State  T.  George,  5  Jones  (Law)  233 ;  Bob  v.  State,  32  Ala.  560 ;  Meyer  v.  Siaie, 
19  Arkansas  156 ;  Fouts  v.  State,  8  Ohio  (N.  S.)  98 ;  StaU  t.  FUher,  6  Jones 
(Law)  473 ;  Sim(m  v.  State,  36  Miss.  636 ;  Cain  v.  State,  18  Tex.  387 ;  Ruther- 
ford y.  Coinm.,  2  Mete.  (Ken.)  387.  AUhou^^h  confessions  improperly  obtained 
are  not  admissible,  yet  any  facts  brought  to  light  in  consequence  of  such  con- 
fessions may  be  properly  received  in  evidence :  Jane  v.  Comm,,  2  Mete.  (Ken.) 
30.  That  confessions  must  be  voluntary,  without  any  inducements  held  out: 
we^  State  v.  Cook,  15  Rich.  (Law)  29 ;  Joe  v.  State,  38  Ala.  422 ;  Frank  v.  StaU, 
39  Miss.  705 ;  Love  v.  State,  22  Ark.  336 ;  McGlothlin  v.  State,  2  Cald.  223  ; 
Butler  V.  CVmim.,  2  Duvall  435 ;  Hudson  v.  Comm,,  Ibid.  531 ;  Price  v.  State,  18 
Ohio  St  418 ;  Flanagin  v.  State,  25  Ark.  92 ;  State  v.  Staley,  14  Minn.  105 ; 
Comm,  V.  Curtis,  97  Mass.  574 ;  O'BHen  v.  People,  48  Barb.  274 ;  Dinah  v. 
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mediately  ceases  as  soon  as  it  appears  that  the  supposed  confession 
was  made  under  the  influence  of  threats  or  of  promises,  which  render 
it  uncertain  whether  the  admissions  of  the  accused  resulted  from  a 
consciousness  of  guilt,  or  were  wrung  from  a  timid  and  apprehensive 
mind,  deluded  by  promises  of  safety,  or  subdued  by  threats  of  vio- 
lence or  punishment.  It  may  be  proper  also  to  remark  in  this  place, 
that  some  of  those  presumptions  which  have  lately  been  touched 
♦upon  are  to  be  regarded  with  great  caution ;  for  it  sometimes 
^  ^  happens  that  an  innocent,  but  weak  and  injudicious  person, 
will  take  very  undue  means  for  his  security,  when  suspected  of  a  crime. 
A  strong  illustration  of  this  is  afforded  by  the  case  of  the  uncle, 
mentioned  by  Lord  Hale.  His  niece  had  been  heard  to  cry  out, 
^'  Good  uncle,  do  not  kill  me  !'*  and  soon  afterwards  disappeared ; 
and  he  being  suspected  of  having  destroyed  her  for  the  sake  of  her 
property,  was  required  to  produce  her  before  the  justice  of  assize : 
he  being  unable  to  do  this  (for  she  had  absconded),  but  hoping  to 
avert  suspicion,  procured  another  girl  resembling  his  niece,  and 
attempted  to  pass  her  off  as  such.  The  fraud  was,  however,  detected ; 
and,  together  with  other  circumstances,  appeared  so  strongly  to  indi- 
cate the  guilt  of  the  uncle,  that  he  was  convicted  and  executed  for 

State,  39  Ala.  359 ;  Miller  v.  State,  40  Ibid.  64 ;  Miller  v.  People,  39  111.  457  -, 
Aaron  v.  State,  39  Ala.  75 ;  Williams  ▼.  State,  Ibid.  532 ;  Young  ▼.  Comm.,  8 
Bush  366 ;  Cody  v.  State,  44  Miss.  332 ;  Beeker  v.  Crow,  7  Bush  198  5  Thompson 
V.  Comm.,  20  Gratt.  724 ;  Derby  v.  Derby,  21  N.  J.  Eq.  36 ;  Frain  v.  Slate,  40  Ga. 
529 ;  Austin  v.  State,  51  111.  236 ;  State  v.  Brockman,  46  Mo.  566 ;  People  v. 
Phillips,  42  N.  Y.  200 ;  State  v.  Squires,  48  N.  H.  364. 

Discoyeries  of  facts  which  have  been  made  in  consequence  of  inadmissible 
confessions  are  competent  evidence :  Mountain  v.  State,  40  Ala.  344 ;  People  v. 
Jones,  32  Cal.  80;  People  v.  Nby  Yen,  34  Cal.  176;  Frederick  v.  State,  3  W.  Va. 
695 ;  McGlothlin  v.  State,  2  Cald.  223  ;  Selvidge  v.  State,  30  Tex.  60. 

Confessions  obtained  by  artifice  or  deceit  are  admissible :  Comm,  v.  HaiHon, 
3  Brewst.  461. 

The  whole  confession  must  be  taken  together :  Conner  v.  State,  34  Tex.  659 ; 
Crawford  v.  State,  4  Cald.  190;  State  v.  Worthington,  64  N.  C.  594;  Griswold 
T.  State,  24  Wise.  144;  State  v.  Fuller,  39  Vt.  75.  When  the  defendant  is  in- 
duced to  make  confessions  under  a  promise  that  he  will  not  be  prosecuted,  and 
he  afterwards  makes  additional  confessions,  they  cannot  be  used  against  him 
unless  it  be  shown  by  the  best  evidence  that  the  motive  which  had  induced  the 
first  confession  had  ceased  to  operate :  State  v.  Lowhome,  66  N.  C.  538  ;  Strady 
V.  State,  5  Cald.  300.  Statements  made  in  the  presence  of  one  under  arrest  on  a 
criminal  charge,  to  which  the  prisoner  makes  no  reply,  are  not  admissible : 
Comm,  V.  Walker,  13  Allen  570 ;  People  v.  McCrea,  32  Cal.  98.  Where  a  witness 
on  a  criminal  trial,  who  testifies  to  a  confession,  did  not  understand  ail  that  the 
prisoner  said,  no  part  is  admissible :  People  v.  GUdbert,  39  Cal.  663. 
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the  supposed  murder  of  the  niece,  who,  as  it  afterwards  turned  out, 
was  still  living. 

In  civil  cases  also,  the  most  important  presumptions  (as  will  be 
afterwards  more  fully  seen)  are  continually  founded  upon  the  conduct 
of  the  parties  :  if,  for  instance,  a  man  suffer  a  great  length  of  time  to 
elapse  without  asserting  the  claim  which  he  at  last  makes,  a  pre- 
sumption arises,  either  that  no  real  claim  ever  existed,  or  that,  if  it 
ever  did  exist,  it  has  since  been  satisfied  ;^  because,  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  human  affairs,  it  is  not  usual  to  allow  real  and  well-founded 
claims  to  lie  dormant.  So  the  uninterrupted  enjoyment  of  property 
or  privileges  for  a  long  space  of  time  raises  a  presumption  of  a  legal 
right ;  for  otherwise  it  is  probable  that  the  enjoyment  would  not  have 
been  acquiesced  in.*  Upon  the  presumption  that  after  a  lapse  of 
six  years  a  debt  on  simple  contract  has  been  satisfied,  the  Legislature 
seems  to  have  founded  the  '^'provision  in  the  Statute  of  Limi-  r^ic^cn 
tation ;  a  presumption  liable  to  be  rebutted  by  proof  of  a 
promise  to  pay  the  debt,  or  an  acknowledgment  that  it  still  remains 
due,  made  within  the  six  years.' 

The  conduct  of  a  party  in  omitting  to  produce  that  evidence,  in 
elucidation  of  the  subject-matter  in  dispute,  which  is  within  his 
power,  and  which  rests  peculiarly  within  his  own  knowledge,  fre- 
quently affords  occasion  for  presumption  against  him  ;  since  it  raises 
a  strong  suspicion  that  such  evidence,  if  adduced,  would  operate  to 
his  prejudice.  So  forcible  is  the  nature  of  this  presumption,  that  the 
law  founds  upon  it  a  most  important  elementary  rule,  which  excludes 
secondary  evidence  where  evidence  of  higher  degree  might  have  been 
adduced ;  and  this  it  does,  because  it  is  probable  that  a  party  who 
withholds  the  best  and  most  satisfactory  evidence  from  the  considera- 
tion of  the  jury,  and  attempts  to  substitute  other  and  inferior 
evidence  for  it,  does  so  because  he  knows  that  the  better  evidence 
would  not  serve  his  purpose.* 

Upon  the  same  principle,  juries  are  called  upon  to  raise  an  infer- 
ence in  favor  of  a  defendant  in  a  criminal  case  from  the  goodness  of 
his  character  in  society ;  a  presumption  too  remote  to  weigh  against 

*  See  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Presumptions — Limitations — Prescription. 

*  Where  a  party  neglects  to  take  out  execution  within  a  year  after  his  judg- 
ment, he  must,  in  general,  revive  it  by  scire  facias  before  he  can  proceed  to 
ezecntion ;  and  this  is  founded  upon  a  presumption  that  the  debt  or  damages 
have  in  the  meantime  been  paid.  r 

'See  tit.  Limitations.  Such  a  promise  to  be  available,  must  now  be  in 
writing. 

*  Yidt  Infra,  tit.  Best  Evidence. 
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evidence  ivhich  is  in  itself  satisfactory,  and  which  ought  never  to 
have  any  weight  except  in  a  doubtful  case.^  * 

Upon  similar  grounds,  presumptions  may  he  derived  from  the 
artificial  course  and  order  of  human  affairs  and  dealings,  wherever 
any  such  course  and  order  exist;  because,  in  the  absence  of  any 
reason  to  suppose  the  contrary,  a  probability  arises  that  the  usual 
course  of  dealing  has  been  adopted.  Hence  presumptions  are 
founded  upon  the  course  of  trade,  the  course  of  the  post,  the  customs 
of  a  particular  trade,  or  of  a  particular  class  of  people,  and 
L  -*  ♦even  the  course  of  conducting  business  in  the  concerns  of  a 
private  individual,  to  prove  a  particular  act  done  in  the  usual  routine 
of  business.'  ^ 

^  See  tit.  Character.    It  seems  to  be  the  last  remnant  of  compurgation. 
'  See  Lord  Torrington's  caae,  1  Salk.  285  ;  1  Smith's  Leading  Cases  139. 

^  Evidence  of  the  general  character  of  the  defendant  is  admissible  in  his  favor 
in  a  criminal  prosecution ;  but  it  is  entitled  to  little  weight,  unless  when  the 
fact  is  doubtful  or  the  testimony  merely  presumptive :  State  v.  Wells,  Coxe 
A'M  ;  United  States  v.  Rouderhush,  1  Buldw.  514  \  Bennet  v.  State,  8  Humph. 
118 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Webster,  5  Cush.  295  ;  Aekley  v.  People,  9  Barb.  S.  C. 
Rep.  609 ;  Schaller  v.  State,  14  Mo.  502  j  Harrington  v.  State,  19  Ohio  264 ;  Long 
V.  State,  11  Fla.  295;  State  t.  Cresson,  38  Mo.  372.  But  evidence  of  bad 
character  is  not  admissible  against  him,  unless  in  rebuttal  of  testimony  adduced 
by  him:  People  v.  White,  14  Wend.  Ill ;  People  v.  Bodine,  1  £dm.  Sel.  Cas. 
36.  And  when  such  rebutting  evidence  is  allowed,  the  witnesses  must  be  con- 
fined to  the  defendant's  character  before  he  was  accused  of  the  crime  in  ques- 
tion :  Martin  v.  Simpson,  4  McCord  262. 

In  civil  cases  evidence  of  the  general  character  of  a  party  is  admissible  only 
when  it  is  put  in  issue,  by  the  pleadings :  Anderson  v.  Long,  10  S.  &  R.  55 ; 
Atkinson  v.  Graham,  5  Watts  411  ;  Fowler  y,  JStna  Ins.  Co,,  6  Cow.  673; 
Potter  V.  Webb,  6  Greenl.  14;  Humphrey  v.  Humphrey,  7  Conn.  116;  Gough  v. 
St.  John,  16  "Wend.  646 ;  Ward  v.  Hemdon,  5  Port.  352 ;  Setiets  v.  Plunket,  1 
Strobh.  372 ;  Thayer  v.  Boyle,  30  Me.  475 ;  McKinney  v.  Ehoad,  5  Watts  343 :  Nash  v. 
Gilkeson,  5  S.  &  R.  352 ;  Morris  t.  Hazlewood,  1  Bush  208.  In  civil  suits,  evidance 
of  good  character  is  not  admissible  to  rebut  imputations  of  fraud  or  misconduct: 
Boardman  v.  Woodman,  47  N.  H.  120.  After  an  attempt  to  assail  the  charac- 
ter of  a  plaintiff  in  an  action  of  slander  he  may  prove  his  good  character,  that 
being  an  action  in  which  character  is  put  in  issue,  being  part  of  the  allegation 
of  the  narr. :  Holly  v.  Burgess,  9  Ala.  728  ;  Winehiddle  v.  Porterfield,  9  Barr 
137 ;  Petrie  v.  Rose,  1  W.  &  S.  364 ;  Shroyer  v.  Miller,  3  W.  Va.  158. 

'  "I  am  myself,"  says  Story,  J.,  "  no  friend  to  the  almost  indiscriminate  h%bit 
of  late  years  of  setting  up  particular  usages  or  customs  in  almost  all  kinds  of 
business  and  trade,  to  control,  vary  or  annul  the  general  liabilities  of  parties, 
under  the  common  law-  as  well  as  under  the  commercial  law.  It  has  long  ap. 
peared  to  me,  that  there  is  no  small  danger  in  admitting  such  loose  and  incon- 
clusive usages  and  customs,  often  unknown  to  particular  parties  and  always 
iable  to  great  misunderstandings  and  misinterpretations  and  abuses,  to  out^ 
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In  all  such  cases  the  course  of  dealing  may  be  proved  before  the 
jury,  and  is  evidence  in  matters  connected  ^ith  it.  The  usual  time 
of  credit  in  a  particular  trade  is  evidence  to  show  that  goods  were 
sold  at  that  credit ;  the  course  of  the  post  is  evidence  to  show  that 
a  particular  letter,  proved  to  have  been  put  into  the  post-ofiBce,  was 
received  in  the  usual  time  by  the  party  to  whom  it  was  directed. 
The  ground  of  presumption  in  this  and  a  multitude  of  similar  in- 
stances is,  that  where  a  regular  course  of  dealing  has  once  been 
established,  that  which  has  usually  happened  did  happen  in  the  par- 
ticular instance;  and  such  presumptions,  like  all  others,  ought  to 
prevail,  unless  the  contrary  be  proved,  or  at  least  be  encountered  by 
an  opposite  presumption. 

Where  a  fact  or  relation  is  in  its  nature  continuous,  after  its  exist- 
ence has  once  been  proved,  a  presumption  arises  as  to  its  continuance 
at  a  subsequent  time:  for,  from  the  nature  of  the  fact  or  relation,  a 
very  strong  presumption  arises  that  it  did  not  cease  immediately 

weigh  the  well-known  and  well-settled  principles  of  law.  And  I  rejoice  to  find 
that  of  late  years  the  courts  of  law,  both  in  England  and  in  America^  have  been 
disposed  to  narrow  the  limits  of  the  operation  of  such  usages  and  customs,  and 
to  discountenance  any  further  extension  of  them.  The  true  and  appropriate 
office  of  a  usage  or  custom  is  to  interpret  the  otherwise  indeterminate  intentions 
of  parties,  and  to  ascertain  the  nature  and  extent  of  their  contracts,  arising  not 
from  express  stipulations,  but  from  new  implications  and  presumptions  and  acts 
of  a  doubtful  or  equivocal  character.  It  may  also  be  admitted  to  ascertain  the 
true  meaning  of  a  particular  word  or  of  particular  words  in  a  given  instrument 
when  the  word  or  words  have  various  senses,  some  common,  some  qualified,  and 
some  technical,  according  to  the  subject-matter  to  which  they  are  applied.  But 
I  apprehend  that  it  can  never  be  proper  to  resort  to  any  usage  or  custom  to  con- 
trol or  vary  the  positive  stipulations  in  a  written  contract  and  a  fortiori^  not  in 
order  to  contradict  them  :"  The  Schooner  v.  Reeside,  2  Sumn.  569 ;  Macomber  v. 
Parker  J 13  Pick.  182  •,  Lawrence  v.  McGregor,  5  Ham.  311  j  Sampson  v.  Gaxzam, 
6  Port.  123  \  Cooper  v.  Kane^  19  Wend.  386 ;  Hone  v.  Mutual  Safety  Ins.  Co.,  1 
Sanf.  Sup.  Ct.  137.  A  person  who  makes  a  contract  is  not  bound  by  the  usage 
of  a  particular  business,  unless  it  is  so  general  as  to  furnish  a  presumption  of 
knowledge  or  it  is  proved  that  he  knew  it :  Stevens  v.  Beeves,  9  Pick.  198  ;  Wood 
V.  Hickok,  2  Wend.  501 ;  The  Paragon,  Ware  322  •,  Winsor  v.  DUlaway,  4  Mete. 
221 ;  Steamboat  Albatross  v.  Wayne,  16  Ohio  513 ;  Nichols  v.  De  Wolf,  1  R.  I. 
147.  Witnesses  may  be  examined  to  prove  the  course  of  a  particular  trade,  but 
not  to  show  what  the  law  of  that  trade  is :  Ruan  v.  Garden,  1  Wash.  G.  0.  Rep. 
145;  Winthrop  v.  Union  Ins,  Co.,  2  Ibid.  7 ;  Austin  v.  Taylor,  2  Ilaro.  64.  A 
usage  of  an  individual,  which  is  known  to  the  person  who  deals  with  him,  may 
be  given  in  evidence  as  tending  to  prove  what  was  the  contract  between  them  : 
Loring  v.  Gumey,  5  Pick.  15 ;  Naylor  v.  Semmes,  4  Gill.  &  Johns.  274  •,  Searson 
V.  Heytoard,  1  Speers  249 ;  Berkshire  Woollen  Co.  v.  Porter,  7  Cash  417  ;  Adams 
T.  OUerbaek,  15  How.  S.  G.  R.  539. 
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after  the  time  when  it  was  proved  to  exist,  and,  as  there  is  no  par- 
ticular time  when  the  presumption  ceases,  that  it  still  continues;^ 
therefore,  where  a  partnership  between  two  persons  has  once  been 
established,  its  continuance  at  a  later  period  is  to  be  presumed, 
unless  the  termination  be  proved.^ ^  So,  where  the  existence  of  a 
particular  individual  has  once  been  shown,  it  will,  within  certain 
limits,  be  presumed  that  he  still  lives.  The  presumption  as  to  a 
man's  life  after  a  number  of  years  must  depend  upon  many  circum- 
stances ;  his  habits  of  life,  his  age,  and  constitution :  the  probable 
duration  of  the  life  of  a  person,  as  calculated  upon  an  average,  may 
of  course  be  easily  ascertained  in  every  particular  case :  but  for  the 
r*??!  ^^^  ^^  '^'practical  convenience,  the  law  lays  down  a  rule  in  some 
instances,  which  appears  to  have  been  very  generally  adopted, 

^  See  tit.  Partnership. 


*  Farr  v.  Payne,  40  Vt.  615  j  Rhone  v.  Gale^  12  Minn.  54  j  InnU  v.  Campbell^ 
1  Rawie  373;  'Smith  y.  Knowlton,  11  N.  H.  91.  So  that  posBession  continues: 
Bayard's  Lessee  v.  Colfox,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  Rep.  38,  that  a  corporation  continues 
to  exist:  People  y.  Manhattan  Co.y  9  Wend.  351 ;  even  that  a  wren;;  continues 
as  a  trespass  or  entry  and  ouster :  Lewis  v.  Paine,  4  Wend.  423  ;  Jackson,  ex 
dem.  Miller  v.  Porter,  4  Wend.  672.  A  state  of  peace  is  to  be  presumed  by 
courts  until  the  national  power  of  the  country  declares  to  the  contrary :  The 
People  y.  McLeod,  1  Hill  377.  If  a  vessel  is  seaworthy  when  the  policy  attaches, 
it  will  be  presumed  that  she  continues  so  during  the  time  of  the  risk,  unless  it 
otherwise  is  shown  in  proof:  Martin  y.  Fishing  Ins.  Co,,  20  Pick.  389.  So  the 
law  presumes  the  residence  of  a  person  to  continue  in  a  place  where  it  is  shown 
to  have  been  at  any  time,  until  the  contrary  is  shown :  Prather  y.  Palmer,  4 
Pike  456 ;  Cawdill  y.  Thorp,  1  Iowa  158.  A  person  proved  to  have  been  insane 
at  any  time  is  presumed  to  remain  so,  until  the  contrary  is  proved :  Sprague  v. 
Duel,  1  Clark  90  *,  Thornton  v.  Appleton,  29  Me.  298.  The  legal  presumption 
of  the  continuance  of  life  is  not  so  strong  as  the  legal  presumption  of  innocence : 
Ijockhart  v.  White,  18  Tex.  102 ;  Klein  v.  Laudmar,  29  Mo.  259 ;  Sharp  v.  John- 
son, 22  Ark.  79.  Proof  that  a  letter  addressed  to  one  of  the  parties  was  deposited 
in  the  post-office,  and  the  postage  paid,  carries  no  legal  presumption  that  it  was 
received,  so  as  to  make  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents  admissible :  Freeman 
y.  Morey,  45  Me.  50.  A  note  once  proved  to  exist  is  presumed  to  exist  still, 
unless  payment  be  shown,  or  other  circumstances,  from  which  a  stronger 
counter-presumption  arises :  Bell  v.  Young,  1  Grant  175.  A  legal  presumption 
is  a  conclusion  in  favor  of  the  existence  of  one  fact  from  others  in  proof:  Tanner 
v.  Hughes,  3  P.  F.  Smith  289.  If  bank  notes  are  shown  to  have  circulated  as 
money,  they  will  be  presumed  to  be  genuine :  Hummel  v.  State,  17  Ohio  St.  628. 
The  presumption  is  that  a  guarantee  endorsed  was  executed  at  the  same  time 
with  the  contract :  Underwood  v.  Hossack,  38  111.  208.  In  the  absence  of  evi- 
dence to  the  contrary,  it  will  be  presumed  that  a  lost  receipt  was  properly 
stamped:  Thayer  v.  Barney,  12  Minn.  502.  Every  child  is  presumed  to  be 
legitimate:  Strode  v.  Magowan,  2  Bush  621.  In  the  absence  of  proof,  the  pre- 
sumption is  that  the  laws  of  another  state  are  the  same  as  those  of  this  state : 
Hill  V.  Grigsby,  32  Cal.  55. 
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that  after  a  person  has  gone  abroad,  and  has  not  been  heard  of  for 
seven  years,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  he  is  deadJ  *  The  various 
instances  in  which  facts  not  in  issue  may  properly  be  admitted  in 
evidence,  in  order  to  prove  some  other  fact  by  inference  from  them, 
are  far  too  numerous  to  be  detailed  on  this  occasion.  Some  of  them 
will  be  more  properly  adverted  to  in  considering  the  evidence  pecu- 
liar to  the  proof  of  particular  issues ;"  suflSce  it  to  observe  at  present, 

»  Doe  dem.  Knight  v.  Nepean,  5  B.  &  Ad.  (27  E.  C.  L.  R.)  86 ;  2  M.  Jb  W.  894. 
See  tit.  Polygamy — Ejectment  by  Heir-at-Law — Death. 
■  Connections  frequently  consist  in  similarity  of  custom  or  tenure,  see  tit. 

Copyhold— Custom;  or  in  unity  of  design  or  purpose,  see  Conspiracy.    Thus 

1 ^ — __ 

'  Wdmbaugh  t.  Schank,  1  Penn.  229;  Newman  v.  Jenkins^  10  Pick.  515;  Woods 
V.  Wood^a  Admr,  2  Bay  476 ;  Spurr  v.  Fimble,  1  Marsh.  278 ;  Hull  v.  Common- 
wealth,  Hardin  479 ;  Innis  v.  Campbell,  1  Rawle  373 ;  Burr  v.  Sims,  4  Whart. 
150;  Bradley  v.  Bradley,  Ibid.  173  ;  Loring  v.  Steinman,  1  Meto.  204 ;  Forsaith 
V.  Clark,  1  Fost.  409 ;  Primm  v.  Stewart,  7  Tex.  178 ;  Tisdale  v.  Ponn,  Ins.  Co., 
26  Iowa  170;  Flynn  v.  Coffee,  12  Allen  133;  Clarke's  Executors  v.  Canfield,  2 
McCart  119.    When  a  person  has  not  been  heard  from  in  seven  years,  and 
when  last  heard  from,  he  was  beyond  sea,  without  having  any  known  residence 
abroad,  the  legal  presumption  is,  that  he  is  dead ;  but  there  is  no  presumption 
that  he  died  at  any  particular  time,  or  even  on  the  last  day  of  the  seven  years : 
Mc  Carter  v.  Camel,  1  Barb.  Ch.  Rep.  455.    The  death  is  generally  presumed  to 
have  occurred  at  the  expiration  of  the  time:  Smith  v.  Knowlton,  11  N.  H.  191 ; 
Burr  V.  Sims,  4  Whart  150 ;  Bradley  v.  Bradley,  Ibid.  173 ;  but  not  in  all  cases : 
Staie  V.  Moore,  11  Ired.  160.    Although  mere  absence  of  a  person  from  his  place 
of  residence  does  not  raise  a  presumption  of  his  death,  until  after  the  lapse  of 
seven  years  without  his  being  heard  from,  yet  his  absence  for  a  much  less  space 
of  time  without  his  being  heard  from,  in  connection  with  other  circumstances, 
will  raise  such  presumption :  White  v.  Mann,  26  Me.  361 ;  Merritt  v.  Thompson, 
1  Hilt.  550.    Where  a  demandant  claimed  under  one  of  six  children  of  the 
former  owner  of  the  land,  evidence  that  inquiries  had  been  made  in  regard  to 
the  other  five  children  and  that  nothing  had  been  heard  of  them  for  seven  years, 
was  held  sufficient  to  justify  a  jury  in  finding  that  they  had  died  without  issue : 
King  v.  Fowler,  11  Pick.  302 ;  so  after  forty-eight  years :  Allen  v.  Lyons,  2  Wash, 
C.  C.  Rep.  475;  so  after  twenty-two  years:  McComb  v.  Wright,  5  Johns.  Ch. 
Rep.  263.    It  is  not  to  be  inferred  however  negatively  from  these  cases,  that  the 
ordinary  period  for  raising  the  presumption  of  death  is  not  also  sufficient  to 
raise  the  presumption  of  death  without  issue ;  if  the  party  was  without  issue 
when  last  heard  from,  or  if  the  issue  has  also  been  unheard  from  for  seven 
years.     In  a  question  of  survivorship  in  a  common  calamity,  the  legal  presump- 
tions arising  from  age,  sex,  and  physical  strength,  do  not  obtain  in  our  juris- 
prudence ;  but  these  circumstances  are  matters  of  evidence  which  may  be  con- 
sidered :  Smith  v.  Croom,  7  Fla.  81.     Where  a  vessel  sailed  about  the  time  of 
a  violent  storm  on  her  track,  and  no  tidings  were  heard  of  her  for  three  years, 
it  was  held  that  the  death  of  those  on  board  might  be  presumed :  Oibbes  v. 
riueent,  11  Rich.  (Law)  323. 
6 
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that  the  admissibility  of  such  evidence  always  depends  on  some 
natural  or  artificial  connection  between  that  which  is  offered  to  be 
proved  and  that  which  is  proposed  to  be  inferred. 

In  general,  all  the  affairs  and  transactions  of  mankind  are  as  much 
connected  together  in  one  uniform  and  consistent  whole,  .without 
chasm  or  interruption,  and  with  as  much  mutual  dependence  on  each 
other,  as  the  phenomena  of  nature  are;  they  are  governed  by  general 
laws ;  all  the  links  stand  in  the  mutual  relations  of  cause  and  effect ; 
there  is  no  incident  or  result  which  exists  independently  of  a  number 
of  other  circumstances  concurring  and  tending  to  its  existence,  and 
these  in  their  turn  are  equally  dependent  upon  and  connected  with  a 
multitude  of  others.  For  the  truth  of  this  position,  the  common 
experience  of  every  man  may  be  appealed  to;  he  may  be  asked, 
whether  he  knows  of  any  circumstance  or  event  which  has  not  fol- 
lowed as  the  natural  consequence  of  a  number  of  others  *tend- 
^  -*  ing  to  produce  it,  and  which  has  not  in  its  turn  tended  to  the 
existence  of  a  train  of  dependent  circumstances.  Events  the  most 
unexpected  and  unforeseen  are  so  considered  merely  from  ignorance 
of  the  causes  which  were  secretly  at  work  to  produce  them ;  could 
the  mechanical  and  moral  causes  which  gave  rise  to  them  have  been 
seen  and  understood,  the  consequences  themselves  would  not  have 
created  surprise. 

It  is  from  attentive  observation  and  experience  of  the  mutual  con- 
nection between  different  facts  and  circumstances,  that  the  force  of 
such  presumptions  is  derived :  for  where  it  is  known  from  experience 
that  a  number  of  facts  and  circumstances  are  necessarily,  or  are  uni- 
formly or  usually  connected  with  the  fact  in  question,  and  such  facts 
and  circumstances  are  known  to  exist,  a  presumption  that  the  fact  is 
true  arises,  which  is  stronger  or  weaker  as  experience  and  observa- 
tion show  that  its  connection  with  the  ascertained  facts  is  constant, 
or  is  more  or  less  frequent. 

The  presumptions  or  inferences  above  alluded  to  are  chiefly  those 
which  are  deducible  by  virtue  of  mere  antecedent  experience  of  the 
ordinary  connection  between  the  known  and  the  presumed  facts;* 
but  circumstantial  or  presumptive  evidence  in  general  embraces  a  far 
wider  scope,  and  includes  all  evidence  which  is  of  an  indirect  nature, 

in  order  to  show  the  necessity  of  calling  in  the  aid  of  the  military  to  execute 
process,  proof  of  acts  of  violence  by  the  mob  collected  in  another  quarter,  but 
collected  for  the  same  purpose  as  those  about  the  plaintiff's  house,  is  admis- 
sible :  Burdeit  v.  Colman,  H  East  183. 
*  See  tit.  CiRCUVSTANTiAL  Evidence. 
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"whether  the  presumption  or  inference  be  drawn  by  virtue  of  previous 
experience  of  the  connection  between  the  known  and  the  inferred 
facts,®  or  be  a  conclusion  of  reason  from  the  circumstances  of  the  par* 
ticnlar  case,  or  be  the  result  of  reason  aided  by  experience. 

From  what  has  been  said,  it  seems  to  follow  that  all  the  surround- 
ing facts  of  a  transaction,  or  as  they  are  usually  termed,  the  res  gestce^ 
may  be  submitted  to  a  jury,  provided  they  can  be  established  by  com- 
petent means,  sanctioned  by  the  law,  and  afford  any  fair  presumption 
or  inference  *as  to  the  question  in  dispute;  for,  as  has  already 
been  observed,  so  frequent  is  the  failure  of  evidence,  from  "-  ^ 
accident  or  design,  and  so  great  is  the  temptation  to  the  concealment 
of  truth  and  misrepresentation  of  facts,  that  no  competent  means  of 
ascertaining  the  truth  can  or  ought  to  be  neglected  by  which  an  indi- 
vidual would  be  governed,  and  on  which  he  would  act,  with  a  view  to 
bis  own  concerns  in  ordinary  life.  Let  it  be  considered,  then,  fir%t^ 
what  is  the  kind  of  evidence  to  which  he  would  naturally  resort ;  and 
in  the  next  place,  how  far  the  law  interferes  to  limit  and  restrain  the 
reception  of  such  evidence ;  remembering,  at  the  same  time,  that  all 
artificial  and  purely  conventional  modes  of  evidence  form  a  subject  for 
future  consideration. 

Where  an  ordinary  inquirer  could  not  obtain  information  from  any 
witness  of  the  fact  which  he  was  anxious  to  ascertain,  either  imme- 
diately from  such  witness,  or  mediately  through  others,  or  where  the 
information  which  he  had  obtained  was  not  satisfactory,  his  attention 
would  be  directed  to  the  circumstances  which  had  a  connection  with 
the  transaction,  as  ascertained  either  by  his  own  observation,  or  by 
means  of  the  information  of  others,  to  enable  him  to  draw  his  own 
conclusions ;  and  in  pursuing  such  an  inquiry,  where  it  was  a  matter 
of  importance  and  interest,  he  would  neglect  no  circumstances  which 
were  in  any  way  connected  with  the  transaction,  which  could,  either 
singly  or  collectively,  enable  him  to  draw  any  reasonable  inference  on 
the  subject.  All  his  experience  of  human  conduct,  of  the  motives  by 
which  such  conduct  was  likely  to  be  influenced  under  particular  cir- 
camstances,  of  the  ordinary  usages,  habits  and  course  of  dealing  among 
particular  classes  of  society,  or  in  particular  transactions,  even  his 
scientific  skill  in  medicine,  surgery  or  chemistry,  abstract  probabilities 
or  natural  philosophy,  might  be  called  into  action,  to  enable  him,  by 
a  general  and  comprehensive  view  of  all  the  circumstances,  and  their 

*  See  tit.  Circumstantial  Evidence  ;  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Presumptions,  3  Bla.  Comm. 
371;Gilb.  L.Ev.  160. 
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mutual  relations  to  each  other,  to  draw  such  a  conclusion  as  reason, 
aided  by  experience,  would  warrant. 

*There  is,  in  truth,  no  connection  or  relation,  whether  it  be 
I-  ^  natural  or  artificial,  which  may  not  afford  the  means  of  infer- 
ring a  fact  previously  unknown,  from  one  or  others  which  are. known. 

Where  the  connection  between  facts  is  so  constant  and  uniform  that 
from  the  existence  of  the  one  that  of  the  other  may  be  immediately 
inferred,  either  with  certainty,  or  with  a  greater  or  less  degree  of 
probability,  the  inference  is  properly  termed  a  presumption,^  in  con- 
tradistinction to  a  conclusion  derived  from  circumstances  by  the  united 
aid  of  experience  and  reason. 

Circumstantial  proof  is  supplied  by  evidence  of  circumstances,  the 
effect  of  which  is  to  exclude  any  other  supposition  than  that  the  fact 
to  be  proved  is  true. 

The  nature  and  force  of  such  proof  will  be  more  properly  consid- 
ered at  another  opportunity.  The  mere  question  at  present  is  how 
far  the  law  interferes  to  limit  and  restrain  the  admission  of  evidence 
of  collateral  circumstances  tending  to  the  proof  of  a  disputed  fact. 

In  the  first  place,  as  the  very  foundation  of  indirect  proof  is  the 
establishment  of  one  or  more  other  facts  from  which  the  inference 
is  sought  to  be  made,  the  law  requires  that  the  latter  should  be  estab- 
lished by  direct  evidence,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  they  were  the  very 
facts  in  issue. 

The  next  question  then  is,  what  limit  is  there  to  the  admission  of 
collateral  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  indirect  proof. 

*The  nature  of  the  evidence,  and  the  principles  by  which 
^  -'  it  is  to  be  appreciated,  are,  as  has  already  been  observed,  to  a 
great  extent  common  to  judicial  and  extrajudicial  inquiries.  Its  force 
and  efficacy,  in  the  one  case  as  well  as  in  the  other,  must  necessarily 
depend  either  on  the  known  and  ordinary  connection  between  the 
facts  proved  and  the  facts  disputed,  or  on  the  force  and  tendency  of 
the  facts  proved  to  establish  the  truth  of  the  disputed  fact  or  issue  by 
excluding  any  other  supposition. 

^  Sach  inferences  are  wholly  independent  of  any  actual  knowledge  of  the  ne- 
cessity of  the  connection  between  the  known  and  unknown  facts.  Many  of  the 
presumptions  which  we  have  to  deal  with,  as  connected  with  the  present  subject, 
are  legal  presumptions,  where  the  law  itself  establishes  a  connection  or  relation 
between  particular  facts  or  predicaments ;  as  that  the  heir  to  a  real  estate  was 
seised,  or  that  a  bill  of  exchange  was  founded  on  a  good  consideration.  These, 
however,  will  be  a  subject  for  consideration  when  inquiry  is  made  with  respect 
to  the  artificial  effect  annexed  by  the  law  to  particular  evidence ;  for  such  pre- 
sumptions are  of  an  artificial  and  technical  nature,  whilst  those  at  present  con- 
sidered are  merely  natural. 


CIRCUMSTANTIAL    EVIDENCE.  81 

Great  latitude  is  justly  allowed  by  the  law  to  the  reception  of  in- 
direct or  circumstantial  evidence,  the  aid  of  which  is  constantly  re- 
quired,  not  merely  for  the  purpose  of  remedying  the  want  of  direct 
evidence,  but  of  supplying  an  invaluable  protection  against  imposi- 
tion. The  law  interferes  to  exclude  all  evidence  which  falls  within 
the  description  of  "r<?«  inier  alios  acta;''  the  effect  of  which  is,  as 
will  presently  be  seen,  to  prevent  a  litigant  party  from  being  con- 
cluded, or  even  affected,  by  the  evidence,  acts,  conduct  or  declara- 
tions of  strangers.  And  this  rule  is  to  be  regarded,  to  a  great 
extent  at  least,  not  so  much  as  a  limitation  and  restraint  of  the 
natural  effect  of  such  collateral  evidence,  biit  as  a  restraint  limited 
by,  and  co-extensive  with,  the  very  principle  by  which  the  reception 
of  such  evidence  is  warranted;  for  the  ground  of  receiving  such 
evidence  is  the  connection  between  the  facts  proved  and  the  facts  dis- 
puted ;  and  there  is  no  such  general  connection  between  the  acts,  con- 
duct and  declarations  of  strangers,  as  can  afford  a  fair  and  reasonable 
inference  to  be  acted  on  generally  even  in  the  ordinary  concerns  of 
life,  still  less  can  they  supply  such  as  ought  to  be  relied  on  for  the 
purpose  of  judicial  investigation.  And  therefore  this  extensive  branch 
of  the  rule  which  rejects  the  res  inter  alios  acta^  may  be  considered 
as  founded  on  principles  of  natural  reason  and  justice,  the  same  with 
those  which  warrant  the  reception  of  indirect  evidence. 

In  the  first  place,  the  mere  declarations  of  strangers  are  inadmis- 
sible, except  in  the  instances  already  considered,  *where  on  rsKoni 
particular  grounds,  and  under  special  and  peculiar  sanctions, 
they  are  admissible  as  direct  evidence  of  a  fact.  Declarations  so  cir- 
cumstanced may  be  used  either  for  the  purpose  of  directly  establish- 
ing the  principal  fact  in  dispute,  or  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the 
existence  of  collateral  facts  from  which  the  principal  fact  may  be 
inferred ;  but  other  declarations,  which  are  of  too  vague  and  suspi- 
cious an  origin  to  be  received  as  evidence  of  the  facts  declared,  must 
also  on  the  same  principle,  be  rejected  as  indirect  evidence.  If  such 
declarations  as  to  the  principal  fact  be  inadmissible,  they  must  also 
be  at  least  equally  inadmissible  to  establish  any  collateral  fact,  by 
the  aid  of  which  the  principal  fact  may  be  indirectly  inferred.  It 
would  be  inconsistent  to  reject  them  when  offered  as  direct  testimony, 
but  to  receive  them  as  collateral  evidence,  the  more  especially  as 
even  immediate  testimony  is  in  one  sense  but  presumptive  evidence 
of  the  truth ;  for  it  is  on  the  presumption  of  human  veracity  con- 
firmed by  the  usual  legal  tests,  that  credit  is  usually  given  .to  human 
testimony. 


82  INDIRECT    EVIDENCE. 

If,  for  example,  the  question  were  whether  A  had  waylaid  and 
wounded  jB,  if  the  declaration  of  a  third  person,  not  examined  on  the 
trial,  that  he  saw  the  very  fact,  could  not  be  received  in  evidence, 
neither,  on  any  consistent  principle,  could  his  declaration  that  he  saw 
A  near  the  place,  armed  with  a  weapon,  be  received  in  order  to 
establish  that  fact  as  one  of  several  constituting  a  body  of  circumstan* 
tial  evidence.  For  circumstantial  proof  rests  wholly  on  the  effect  of 
established  facts,  and  cannot,  therefore,  be  properly  founded  wholly 
or  in  part  on  mere  declarations,  which  are  of  no  intrinsic  weight  to 
prove  any  facts.** 

Neither,  in  general,  -ought  any  inference  or  presumption  to  the 
prejudice  of  a  party  to  be  drawn  from  the  mere  *acts  or  con- 
L  J  duct  of  a  stranger ;  for  such  acts  and  conduct  are  but  in  the 
nature  of  declarations  or  admissions,  frequently  not  so  strong ;  and 
such  declarations  are  inadmissible,  for  the  reasons  already  stated. 
An  admission  by  a  stranger  cannot  be  received  as  evidence  against 
any  party ;  for  it  may  have  been  made,  not  because  the  fact  admitted 
was  true,  but  from  motives  and  under  circumstances  entirely  col- 
lateral, or  even  coUusively,  and  for  the  very  purpose  of  being  offered 
in  evidence.  On  a  principle  of  good  faith  and  mutual  convenience, 
a  man's  own  acts  are  binding  upon  himself,'  and  his  acts,  conduct 
and  declarations  are  evidence  against  him ;  but  it  would  not  only  be 
highly  inconvenient,  but  also  manifestly  unjust,  that  a  man  should 
be  bound  by  the  acts  of  mere  unauthorized  strangers.  But  if  a 
party  ought  not  to  be  bound  by  the  acts  of  strangers,  neither  ought 
their  acts  or  conduct  to  be  used  as  evidence  against  him  for  the  pur- 
pose of  concluding  him ;  for  this  would  be  equally  objectionable  in 
principle,  and  more  dangerous  in  effect,  than  the  other.  It  is  true, 
that  in  the  course  of  the  affairs  of  life  a  man  may  frequently  place 
reliance  on  inferences  from  the  conduct  of  others.  If,  for  instance, 
A  and  B  were  each  of  them  insurers  against  the  same  risk,  ^  to  a 
large,  and  £  to  a  small  amount,  it  is  very  possible  that,  on  a  claim 
made  against  each  for  loss,  which  was  admitted  and  paid  by  A  to  the 
extent  of  his  liability,  jB,  trusting  to  the  knowledge  and  prudence  of 
J.,  might  reasonably  infer  that  the  loss  insured  against  'had  occurred, 
and  that  he  also  was  bound  to  pay  his  proportion.  It  is  plain,  how- 
ever, that  such  an  inference  would  rest  on  the  special  and  peculiar 

4  This  observation  of  course  does  not  extend  to  aay  case  where  the  mere  fact 
of  such  a  declaration  having  been  made  is  in  itself  material :  any  such  declara- 
tion is  of  itself  a  fact. 

'  See  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Admissions. 
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circumstances  of  the  case ;  and  that,  so  far  from  warranting  the 
general  admission  of  such  evidence  bj  inference  on  a  legal  trial  to 
ascertain  the  fact,  it  would  supply  no  general  rule,  but  must  be  re- 
garded as  an  exception,  even  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business.^ 

*In  addition  to  this,  it  is  obvious  that  whilst  an  individual  r3|cQ4i 
might  with  discretion  rely  on  the  conduct  of  others,  where, 
under  the  peculiar  circumstances,  there  was  no  reason  for  suspicion 
(in  which  case  a  principle  of  self-interest  would  usually  secure  the 
exercise  of  a  sound  discretion),  such  inferences  could  not  be  safely 
left  to  a  jury,  who  could  not  possibly  be  put  in  possession  of  all  the 
collateral  reasons  by  which  an  individual  njight  properly  be  influ- 
enced in  trusting  to  such  evidence,  and,  which  is  more  material, 
could  not  act  on  those  collateral  circumstances  of  suspicion  which 
would  have  induced  an  individual  to  withhold  his  confidence. 

An  act  done  by  another,  from  which  any  inference  is  to  be  drawn. 
as  to  his  knowledge  of  any  bygone  fact,  is  an  acted  declaration  of 
the  fact,  and  is  not  in  general  evidence  of  the  fact,  because  there  is 
no  sufficient  test  for  presuming  either  that  he  knew  the  fact,  or  that, 
knowing  the  fact,  his  conduct  was  so  governed  by  that  knowledge  as 
to  afford  evidence  of  the  fact  which  ought  to  be  relied  on.  A  man 
may  frequently  act  upon  very  uncertain  evidence  of  a  fact ;  he  may 
have  been  deceived  by  others:  and  even  where  he  has  certain  know 
ledge,  his  conduct  may  frequently  be  governed  by  motives  independ- 
ent of  the  truth,  or  even  in  opposition  to  it. 

Where  a  party  professes  to  act  on  his  knowledge  of  the  truth  of 
a  particular  fact,  so  that  his  so  acting  is  accompanied  by,  or  is  equiva- 
lent to  a  direct  or  express  declaration  of  the  truth  of  that  fact,  the 

1  Declarations  of  co-conspirators  are  admissible  against  each  other :  State  v. 
Thibeau,  30  Vt.  100 ;  CommHh  v.  Ingraham,  7  Gray  46  ;  Mask  v.  State,  32  Miss. 
405;  Feck  v.  Yorks,  47  Barb.  131 ;  People  v.  Pitcher,  15  Mich.  397 ;  Mason  v. 
State,  43  Ala.  532 ;  Dart  v.  Walker,  3  Daly  138 ;  Street  v.  State,  43  Miss.  1 ; 
Jacobs  V.  Shorey,  48  N.  II.  100;  Ellis  v.  Dempsey,  4  W.  Va.  126 ;  Lincoln  v. 
Claxlin,  7  Wall.  132;  Jenne  v.  Joslyn,  41  Vt.  478  ;  State  v.  Grady,  34  Conn.  118  ; 
Helser  v.  McGrath,  8  P.  F.  Smith  458  ;  Bushnell  v.  City  Bank,  20  La.  Ann.  464 ; 
State  ▼.  Daubut,  42  Mo.  239.  In  an  action  on  the  case  for  conspiracy,  proof  of 
a  division  of  thb  profits  of  the  fraudulent  action  is  sufficient  evidence  of  combi- 
nation in  the  first  instance  to  render  admissible  the  declarations  of  one  con- 
spirator against  the  rest:  Kimmell  v.  Geeting,  2  Grant  125  ;  MDowell  v.  Rissel, 
1  Wright  164 ;  Scott  v.  Baker,  Ibid.  350.  Even  where  a  conspiracy  has  been 
proved,  the  admission  of  one  prisoner,  made,  not  in  the  prosecution  of  the  un- 
dertaking, but  after  its  completion,  are  not  admissible  against  another :  Lynes  v. 
State,  36  Miss.  617  ;  State  v.  Ross,  29  Mo.  32 ;  Clinton  v.  Estes,  20  Ark.  216  ; 
Thompson  v.  ComnCth,  1  Mete.  (Ken.)  13  ;  Benford  v.  Sanner,  4  Wright  9. 
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question  of  admissibility  falls  under  principles  already  considered. 
A  test  is  necessary  to  show,  first,  that  he  had  competent  knowledge 
of  the  fact ;  secondly,  that  he  faithfully  communicated  what  he  knew. 

The  rule,  therefore,  in  the  absence  of  special  tests  of  truth,  ope- 
rates to  the  exclusion  of  all  the  acts  or  declarations  or  conduct  of 
others,  as  evidence  to  bind  a  party,  either  directly  or  by  inference ; 
and,  in  general,  no  declaration,  or  written  entry,  or  even  affidavit 
made  by  a  *stranger  is  evidence  against  any  man."  ^  Neither 
*-  J  can  any  one  be  aifected,  still  less  concluded,  by  any  evidence, 
decree,  or  judgment,  to  which  he  was  not  actually  or  in  consideration 
of  law  privy. 

As  this  is  a  rule  which  rests  on  the  clearest  principles  of  reason 
and  natural  justice,  it  has  ever  been  regarded  as  sacred  and  in- 
violable. 

The  importance  of  the  principle,  and  the  extent  of  its  operation, 
make  it  desirable  to  ascertain  its  limits,  by  inquiring  negatively  what 
it  does  not  exclude. 

In  the  first  place,  then,  it  is  scarcely  necessary  to  observe,  that  a 
man's  own  acts,  conduct  and  declarations,  where  voluntary,  are  always 
admissible  in  evidence  against  him.  As  against  himself,  it  is  fair 
to  presume  that  his  words  and  actions  correspond  with  the  truth : 
it  is  his  own  fault  if  they  do  not.  In  many  instances  he  is  con- 
clusively bound,  more  especially  where  he  has  formally  engaged  to 
be  so  bound ;  in  others,  his  declarations  or  acts  furnish  mere  primd 
facie  presumptions  against  him.  The  rule,  therefore,  above  adverted 
to,  never  excludes  evidence  of  any  acts  or  declarations  made  either 
by  the  party  himself,  or  which  he  has  authorized,  or  to  which  he  has 
assented.^ 

It  is  plain  also  that  this  principle  does  not  exclude  the  operation 
of  any  general  rule  of  law  or  custom ;  of  these,  and  all  their  conse- 
quences, he  is  bound  to  take  notice  at  his  peril. 

It  follows,  therefore,  that  even  the  acts  and  declarations  of  others 

•  For  illustrations  of  this  general  priutiple,  tide  infra^  tit.  Depositions — 
Judgments — Examinations. 

*  Vol  II.,  tit.  Admissions.    Spargo  v.  Brovm^  9  B.  &  G.  (17  E.  C.  L.  R.)  935. 

^  Where  the  defendant,  being  sued  for  debt,  set  up  in  defence,  that  by  a  new 
contract  with  him,  the  plaintiff  accepted  a  third  person  as  his  debtor  in  place  of 
the  defendant,  an  indorsement  of  the  amount  of  the  debt,  made  without  the 
privity  of  the  plaintiff,  on  a  note  held  by  the  defendant  against  such  third  per- 
son, is  not  admissible  to  prove  such  new  contract,  being  rea  inter  alios  acia: 
Jacobs  V.  Putnam,  4  Pick.  108.  M. 
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are  not  excluded  by  this  principle,  whenever  they  have  any  legal 
operation  which  is  material  to  the  subject  of  inquiry ;  for  legal  con- 
sequences can  no  more  be  regarded  as  res  inter  alios  than  the  law 
itself.  For  instance,  where  the  contest  is  as  to  the  right  to  a  per- 
sonal chattel,  evidence  is  admissible,  even  against  an  owner  who 
proves  that  he  never  sold  the  chattel,  of  a  subsequent  sale  of  the 
property  *in  market  overt ;  for  although  he  was  no  party  to  p^^Q^, 
the  transaction,  which  took  place  entirely  between  others,  yet  *-  -' 
as  such  a  sale  has  a  legal  operation  on  the  question  at  issue,  the  fact 
is  no  more  res  inter  alios  acta  than  the  law  which  gives  effect  to  such 
a  sale.  So  in  actions  against  a  sheriff,  it  very  frequently  happens 
that  the  law  depends  wholly  on  transactions  to  which  the  sheriff  is 
personally  an  entire  stranger ;  where  the  question  is  as  to  the  right 
of  ownership  to  particular  property,  seized  under  an  execution,  all 
such  transactions  and  acts  between  others  are  admissible  in  evidence 
which  in  point  of  law  are  material  to  decide  the  right  of  property. 
So  in  all  cases  where  any  statute  or  law,  or  decree  or  judgment,  is 
of  a  public  nature,  or  operates  in  rem ;  for  to  such  proceedings  all 
are  privy. 

Nor  does  the  objection  ever  apply  where  the  conduct  or  declara- 
tion of  another  operates  not  by  way  of  admission  or  mere  statement, 
but  a«  evidence.  Thus,  if  A  makes  a  private  memorandum  of  a  fact 
in  which  B  has  an  interest,  that  memorandum,  generally  speaking, 
would  not  be  evidence  against  B  ;  it  would  fall  within  the  description 
of  res  inter  alios  acta  ;  but  if  it  were  a  memorandum  of  a  fact  pecu- 
liarly within  the  knowledge  of  A,  and  made  in  the  usual  course  of 
business,  or  if  A^  by  that  entry  charged  himself,  it  would  be  admis- 
sible in  evidence  after  the  death  of  A  ;  not  that  it  operates  against 
B  by  way  of  admission  of  the  fact,  for  if  so  it  would  be  admissible 
whether  A  were  living  or  dead,  but  because,  under  those  circum- 
stances, the  law  considers  the  entry  to  be  a  proper  medium  for 
communicating  the  original  fact  to  the  jury,  the  testimony  of  A 
himself  being  unattainable. 

So  the  declarations  of  deceased  persons,  and  evidence  of  reputa- 
tion, in  matters  of  public  prescription,  pedigree,  and  character,  are 
admissible,  not  because  strangers  have  any  power  to  conclude  a 
party  by  what  they  may  choose  wantonly  to  assert  upon  the  subject, 
but  because  the  law  considers  the  evidence  to  be  sufficiently  deserving 
of  credit,  as  a  means  of  communicating  the  real  fact,  to  be  offered  to 
♦a  jury.  And  whenever  that  is  the  case,  it  is  obvious  that 
such  declarations  or  reputation  are  no  more  res  inter  alios  ^      -' 
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than  if  the  declarants  themselves  had  stated  what  they  knew  upon 
oath  to  the  jury. 

In  the  next  place,  although  the  general  principle  above  announced 
excludes  the  declarations,  writing,  acts  and  conduct  of  strangers,  as 
falling  within  the  general  description  of  res  inter  alios  actce,  the  ob- 
jection does  not  extend  to  a  class  of  declarations  already  described  as 
declarations  accompanying  an  act ;  for  these,  when  the  nature  and 
quality  of  the  act  are  in  question,  are  either  to  be  regarded  as  part 
of  the  act  itself,  or  as  the  best  and  most  proximate  evidence  of  the 
nature  and  quality  of  the  act :  their  connection  with  the  act  either 
sanctions  them  as  direct  evidence,  or  constitutes  them  indirect  evidence, 
from  which  the  real  motive  of  the  actor  may  be  duly  estimated. 

Hence  it  is  that  declarations,  made  by  a  trader  at  the  time  of 
his  departure  from  his  residence  or  place  of  business,  are  evidence 
of  the  intention  with  which  he  went.  His  real  intention,  in  such  a 
case,  cannot  be  inferred  otherwise  than  from  external  appearances, 
from  his  acts ;  and  his  declarations  are  collateral  indications  of  the 
nature  of  his  acts  and  his  intention  in  doing  them.^  Upon  the  same 
principle,  in  Lord  George  Gordon's  ease,  the  cries  of  the  mob,  at  the 
time  they  were  committing  acts  of  violence,  were  held  to  be  admis- 
sible evidence  to  show  their  intention.^  Such  evidence  is  also 
admissible  in  actions  against  the  hundred,  in  case  of  an  action 
to  recover  the  value  of  property  feloniously  demolished  by  persons 
riotously  assembled.  Again,  in  order  to  prove  that  a  husband  had 
obliged  his  wife  to  leave  his  house  by  ill-treatment,  the  declaration 
of  the  wife  at  the  time  of  leaving  the  house  was  held  to  be  admissible 
evidence  against  the  husband  to  prove  the  fact.  Here  the  fact  itself 
of  leaving  the  house  was  material  and  admissible,  and  the  declaration 
accompanying  the  fact  was  collateral  evidence  *of  the  nature 
^  -'of  the  act.  The  same  principle  applies,  as  will  be  seen,  in 
actions  for  criminal  conversation.  There  the  terms  on  which  the  plain- 
tiff and  his  wife  lived  previous  to  the  adultery,  being  material  to  the 
inquiry,  declarations  by  the  wife  in  the  absence  of  the  husband,  and 
letters  written  by  her,  not  only  to  him  but  even  to  third  persons,  are 
admissible  evidence  to  show  the  state  of  her  mind  and  her  affection 
for  him.^      So,  declarations  by  a  patient'  to  a  medical  attendant,  as 

■See  tit.  Bankrupt.  «21  HowelPs  St.  Tr.  542. 

^  Per  Lord  Ellenborough,  6  East  188  ]  and  see  Vol.  II.,  Criminal  Conversa- 
tion. 

'  6  East  188.  It  has  been  truly  observed,  that  representations  made  bj  a 
party,  as  to  his  health  and  sensations,  when  made  to  a  medical  attendant,  who 
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to  his  state  of  body  and  sufferings  at  the  time,  are  evidence  of  the 
fact,  for  in  many  cases  they  furnish  the  only  means  of  ascertaining 
that  state,  and  they  are,  in  reality,  part  of  his  examination ;  but 
declarations  so  made  as  to  the  independent  fact  of  the  cause  or  the 
origin  of  that  state  are  not  admissible/ 

It  is,  however,  to  be  particularly  observed,  that  in  these 
*cases,  when  declarations  or  entries**  are  admitted  in  evidence  *-  ^  -* 
as  part  of  the  res  gestce  or  transaction,  they  are  admitted,  either  be- 
cause they  constitute  the  very  fact  which  is  the  subject  of  inquiry,* 
or  because  they  elucidate  the  facts  with  which  they  are  connected, 
having  been  made  without  premeditation  or  artifice,  and  without  a 
view  to  the  consequences  ;  and  as  such  they  are  the  best  evidence — 
it  may  be,  better  than  even  the  subsequent  testimony  of  the  party 
who  made  them — to  prove  the  object  for  which  they  are  admitted  in 
evidence ;  for  the  party  who  made  the  declaration,  if  he  were  com- 
petent as  a  witness,  would  frequently  be  under  a  temptation  to  give 
a  false  coloring  to  the  circumstance  when  its  tendency  was  known ; 

has  the  opportanitj  of  observing  whether  they  correspond  with  the  symptoms 
to  which  they  refer,  are  entitled  to  greater  weight  than  such  as  are  made  to  an 
inexperienced  person.  Phillips  on  Evidence,  9th  ed.,  vol.  i.,  p.  190,  citing  the  ob- 
servations made  by  the  Attorney-Qeneral  (Copley),  in  the  Gardiner  Peerage  Case, 
In  Aveson  v.  Lord  Kinnaird,  the  rule  is  laid  down  as  to  patients  without  qualifi- 
cation. The  admissibility  of  such  evidence  is  in  principle  confined  to  representa- 
tions made  as  to  the  state  of  the  party  at  the  time  of  making  the  representation, 
as  contradistinguished  from  any  statement  of  a  particular  fact  occurring  at  any 
antecedent  time.  In  the  Gardiner  Peerage  Case^  p.  79-136, 170,  where  it  became 
material  to  inquire  into  the  ordinary  period  of  gestation,  the  medical  witnesses 
were  not  permitted  to  state  what  had  been  said  by  women  whom  they  had 
attended  in  their  confinement,  as  to  the  date  of  their  conception. 

*  Aveson  v.  Lord  Kinnaird^  6  East  188;  Reg,  v.  Johnson^  2  Car.  k  K.  (61 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  354;  per  Parke,  B.,  Reg.  v.  Guttridge,  9  Car.  &  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
472.  In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Foster ,  6  Car.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  325,  it  was  held 
by  Garney,  B.,  and  Park,  J.,  that  a  declaration  by  one  since  deceased,  instantly 
on  receiving  a  fatal  injury,  as  to  the  cause  of  the  injury,  was  admissible.  And 
see  further  on  this  subject,  Rex  v.  Megson,  9  C.  &  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  420 ;  Rex 
V.  Osborne^  Car.  k  M.  (41  E.  C.  L.  R.)  622 ;  Vol.  III.,  Raps  ;  Entries  by  Third 
Pbrsons,  post 

^  In  future,  to  avoid  repetition,  the  term  declaration  alone  will  be  used ;  but 
it  must  be  remembered  that  the  same  principle  applies  to  a  written  entry. 

'  See  Kent  v.  Lowen,  1  Camp.  C.  177.  It  is  indeed  only  when  the  fact  by 
which  the  declaration  is  accompanied  is  material  and  relevant  that  the  declara- 
tion is  admissible :  see  R,  v.  Bliss,  7  A.  &  E.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  550 ;  Doe  d.  Tat- 
ham  V.  WHght,  7  A.  A  E.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  313 ;  6  Nev.  &  M.  (36  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
132;  4  Bing.  N.  C.  (33  E.  C.  L.  R.)  489;  and  2  Nev.  &  P.  305.  For  further 
illustrations  of  these  principles,  see  tit.  Entries  bt  Third  Persons. 
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besides,  as  in  this  case  the  effect  of  the  evidence  is  independent  of 
the  credit  due  to  the  party  himself,  it  could  be  of  no  use  to  confirm 
his  credit  bj  examination  upon  oath,  and  his  declaration  as  a  mere 
fact  is  as  capable  of  being  proved  by  another  witness  as  any  other 
fact  is.* 

'  To  be  a  part  of  the  res  gestccy  the  declarations  must  have  been  made  at  the 
time  of  the  act  done  which  they  are  supposed  to  characterize,  and  calculated  to 
unfold  the  nature  and  quality  of  the  facts  they  were  intended  to  explain,  and 
so  to  harmonize  with  them  as  obviously  to  constitute  one  transaction :  per 
Hosmer,  C.  J.,  in  Enoa  v.  Tutthy  3  Conn.  250;  Carter  v.  Buchanan^  Kelly  513. 
It  is  diflScult,  however,  to  lay  down  any  precise  general  rule  as  to  the  cases  in 
which  declarations  are  admissible  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestce;  AUen  v.  Duncan^ 
11  Pick.  309;  Pool  V.  PHdgeSy  4  Pick.  378.  See  3  Cowen  &  Hill's  Phillips  589, 
note  452,  for  a  very  elaborate  and  extended  examination  of  the  American  cases. 

Where  evidence  of  an  act  done  by  a  party  is  admissible,  his  declarations, 
made  at  the  time,  having  a  tendency  to  elucidate  or  give  a  character  to  the  act, 
and  which  may  derive  a  degree  of  credit  from  the  act  itself,  are  also  admissible: 
Sessions  v.  Little,  9  N.  H.  271 ;  Russell  v.  FrisbiCj  19  Conn.  205;  Elkins  v. 
Hamilton,  20  Vt.  627 ;  Woods  v.  Bank,  14  N.  H.  201.  In  an  action  against  an 
individual  for  enticing  away  the  servant  of  another,  evidence  of  the  declarations 
of  the  servant  at  the  time  he  left,  as  to  the  motive  which  influenced  him,  are 
admissible :  Hadley  v.  Carter  8  N.  H.  40.  In  a  suit  where  the  question  of 
domicil  is  raised,  the  declarations  and  letters  of  the  party  whose  domicil  is  in 
dispute  are  inadmissible,  especially  if  made  previous  to  the  happening  of  the 
event  which  gave  rise  to  the  suit :  Thomdike  v.  Barton,  1  Mete.  242 ;  Kilbum 
V.  Bennet,  3  Ibid.  199 ;  Corinth  v.  Lincoln,  34  Me.  310.  It  is  error  to  exclude 
the  declarations  made  by  a  person  in  explanation  of  the  delivery  of  chattels, 
when  an  inference  unfavorable  is  sought  to  be'  drawn  from  the  fact  of  delivery. 
The  declarations  made  at  the  time  are  a  part  of  the  transaction  and  proper  to 
be  given  in  evidence :  Yarborough  v.  Moss,  9  Ala  382.  Where  a  bank  dis- 
counted a  note  on  condition  that  il  should  be  indorsed  by  A,  and  A  afterwards 
indorsed  the  note,  it  was  held  in  a  suit  against  A  on  the  note,  that  a  declaration 
made  by  the  cashier  to  the  directors  of  a  bank  in  session  when  the  note  was 
offered  for  discount,  that  A  would  indorse  the  note,  upon  which  declaration  the 
note  was  discounted,  was  admissible :  Mitchell  y.  Planters^  Bank,  8  Humph.  216. 
Declarations  of  a  donor  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  slaves,  that  they  were 
delivered  to  the  trustee,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  a  deed,  are  admissible  on 
the  same  principle :  Hale  v.  Stone,  14  Ala.  803.  Where  the  acts  of  parties  to  a 
transaction  are  evidence  against  the  third  persons,  their  declarations,  if  they 
are  inseparably  connected  with  the  acts  so  as  to  constitute  a  part  of  the  resgestce^ 
are  also  admissible :  Robertson  v.  Smith,  18  Ala.  220.  So  declarations  by  parties 
in  possession  of  real  or  personal  property  in  order  to  show  the  character  of  such 
possession :  Brazier  v.  Burt,  18  Ala.  201 ;  CUaland  v.  Huey,  18  Ala.  343 ;  Perry 
V.  Graham,  Ibid.  822;  Fontaine  v.  Burr,  19  lb.  722;  Marcy  v.  Stone,  8  Cush.  4. 
To  make  declarations  a  part  of  the  res  gestce,  they  must  be  contemporaneous 
with  the  main  fact ;  but  in  order  to  be  contemporaneous  they  are  not  required 
to  be  precisely  concurrent  in  point  of  time.      If  the  declarations  spring  out  of 
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It  sometimes  happens  that  a  declaration  is  evidence  for  a  particu- 
lar purpose,  although  it  is  not  to  be  taken  as  evidence  to  prove  the 

the  transaction — if  they  elucidate  it — if  they  are  voluntary  and  spontaneous, 
and  if  they  are  made  at  a  time  so  near  to  it  as  reasonably  to  preclude  the  idea  of 
deliberate  design,  they  are  then  to  be  regarded  as  contemporaneous :  MUcheson  v. 
SttUe,  11  Ga,  615.  The  declarations  of  a  party  paying  money,  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  the  application  or  appropriation  of  the  money  paid,  are  admissible : 
and  when  made  at  the  time  of  payment,  they  become  part  of  the  res  gestce: 
Bank  of  Woodstock  v.  Clark,  25  Vt.  308.  On  the  other  hand,  a  holder  of  a 
check  went  into  a  bank  and  when  he  came  out  said  be  had  demanded  its  pay- 
ment. This  declaration  was  held  inadmissible  to  prove  a  demand,  as  being  no 
part  of  the  res  gesias.  The  demand  was  the  fact  to  be  proved :  Brotcn  y.  Lusk, 
4  Yerger  210.  If  the  declaration  of  a  person  is  in  itself  a  fact  in  a  transaction 
or  is  made  by  him  while  doing  an  act  and  serves  to  explain  it,  it  is  to  be  received 
in  evidence :  but  a  recital  of  past  transactions  is  not  admissible,  although  it  may 
have  some  relation  to  the  act  which  the  person  may>t>e  doing  when  he  makes 
such  declaration :  Haynes  v.  Rutter^  2A  Pick.  242 ;  Buswell  v.  Davis,  10  N.  H. 
413.  Where  the  plaintiff,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  reason  for  a  change 
of  his  residence,  offered  in  evidence  his  declarations,  made  before  and  after  it 
took  place,  not  in  the  presence  of  the  defendant,  it  was  held  that  such  declara- 
tions were  inadmissible :  Ladd  v.  Able,  18  Conn.  513  *,  Bradford^,  Haggerthy,  11 
Ala.  698 ;  Smith  v.  Webb,  1  Barb.  230.  To  make  the  declarations  of  a  party 
evidence  in  his  favor,  as  part  of  the  res  gesice,  they  must  be  connected  with  the 
material  fact  or  inquiry  involved  in  the  issue :  Tomkies  v.  Reynolds,  17  Ala.  109 ; 
Plumer  v.  French,  2  Fost.  450.  Before  they  can  be  received  in  evidence  in  his 
own  favor,  as  explanatory  of  his  possession  the  fact  of  possession  must  be  estab- 
lished to  the  satisfation  of  the  Court ;  otherwise  they  would  be  made  evidence 
of  the  possession  itself  or  the  title  rather  than  as  explanatory  of  the  nature  of 
the  possession :  Thomas  v.  Degraffenreid,  17  Ala.  602.  The  declaration  of  one 
who  is  in  possession  of  personal  property,  explanatory  of  his  possession  are 
admissible ;  but  his  declarations  in  regard  to  the  contract  by  which  he  came 
into  possession  are  not  admissible  in  his  favor :  Mims  v.  Sturdeoant,  23  Ala. 
664.  The  declarations  of  a  party  in  possession  of  property  explanatory  of  his 
possession  are  admissible:  Brice  v.  Lide,  30  Ala.  647:  Fellows  v.  Fellows,  37 
N.  U.  75 ;  Leger  v.  Doyle,  II  Rich.  (Law)  109  ]  State  v.  Emory,  6  Jones  (Law) 
133 :  Ellis  v.  Janes,  10  Cal.  456 ;  Tarborough  v.  Arnold,  20  Ark.  592 ;  Keener  v. 
Kauffman,  16  Md.  296  *,  Taylor  v.  Lusk,  9  Iowa  444 ;  Spencer  v.  Smith,  18  N.  II. 
587 ;  Roebke  v.  Andrews,  26  Wis.  311  j  Thomas  v.  Wheeler,  47  Mo.  363  j  Pier  v. 
Duff,  13  P.  F.  Smith  59 ;  Bell  v.  Woodward,  46  N.  H.  315  -,  Gibney  v.  Manhay, 
34  N.  Y.  301 ;  Keater  v.  Dimmiek,  46  Barb.  158  ;  Arthur  v.  Gayle,  38  Ala.  259; 
Sharp  V.  Johnson,  22  Ark.  79 ;  Vennum  v.  Thompson,  38  111.  143 ;  Wallace  v. 
Wilcox,  27  Tex.  60.  Declarations  by  the  keeper  of  a  dog,  as  to  who  was  the 
owner,  are  not  admissible :  Bums  v.  Fredericks,  37  Conn.  86.  Declaration  of 
husband,  not  admissible,  to  affect  his  wife's  title  to  property :  Gillespie  v. 
Walker,  56  Barb.  185  *,  Hanson  v.  Millett,  55  Me.  184.  Acts  and  declarations 
of  wife  when  admissible  against  her  husband :  Goodrich  v.  Tracy,  43  Vt.  314. 
Declarations  of  an  occupant  of  land,  while  in  possession,  that  he  was  only  a 
tenant  of  another,  are  competent  evidence  in  favor  of  the  latter  against  a  third 
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truth  of  the  fact  declared ;  for  the  rule  seems  to  be,  that  if  the  declar- 
ation be  evidence  as  a  circumstance  in  the  cause',  for  any  purpose,  it 
is  to  be  received ;  and  the  jurj  are  to  be  directed  not  to  consider  it 
as  evidence  for  other  purposes,  for  which,  abstractedly,  it  could 

.--.r^^,   DOt  have  been  received;*  as  for  instance,  where  it  is  *used 

r  901 

'-       -'as  introductory  to  some  other  matter.     Suppose  the  question 

to  be,  whether  A  had  wounded  jB,  if  C  had  asserted  in  the  presence 

of  A  that  he  had  seen  him  wound  By  this  would  be  admissible  evi- 

*  In  the  case  of  Vacher  v.  Cocks,  M.  A  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  353  j  Lord  Tenterden 
allowed  that  part  only  of  the  letter  to  be  read  which  contained  the  refusal.  See 
further  tit.  Written  Evidence  ;  and  Willis  v.  Bernard,  8  Bing.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
376 ;  Whitehead  v.  Scott,  1  M.  &  Rob.  2 ;  Whitaker  v.  Bank  of  England,  6  C. 
&  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  700. 

person,  after  the  death  of  the  occupant,  but  not  before :  Currier  v.  Gale,  14  Gray 
504.  The  declarations  of  a  previous  owner  of  land  while  owning  it,  as  to  its 
boundaries,  are  evidence  against  one  claiming  under  him :  Cansler  v.  Fite,  5 
Jones  (Law)  424 ;  Dawson  v.  Mills,  8  Cas.  302.  The  declarations  of  an  ancestor, 
while  possessed  of  all  the  rights  claimed  through  him  are  competent  to  be  re- 
ceived against  the  claim  made  by  a  party  as  his  heir:  Little  v.  Gibson,  39  N.  H. 
505 ;  Graham  v.  Bushy,  34  Miss.  272.  The  declarations  of  the  assignor,  on  an 
issue  of  the  bona  fides  of  an  assignment  of  a  stock  of  goods,  are  competent  evi- 
dence, if  the  alleged  assignor  remained  in  possession  of  the  goods  up  to  and 
afier  the  time  the  declaration  was  made :  Adams  v.  Davidson,  10  N.  Y.  309. 
When  a  vendor  remains  in  actual  possession  of  the  goods  after  the  sale,  his 
statements  explanatory  of  such'  possession  and  of  the  relation  which  he  then 
holds  to  the  property  are  admissible  as  original  evidence  and  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  fraud  in  the  sale :  Grant  v.  Lewis,  14  Wis.  418.  The  declarations 
of  a  vendor  after  the  sale,  that  the  sale  was  a  sham,  are  not  admissible  against 
the  vendee  or  his  creditors:  Wheeler  v.  McCorresten,  24  111.  40;  Randegger  v. 
Ehrhardt,  51  111.  101 ;  Her  v.  Dvff,  13  P.  F.  Smith  59 ;  WeinHck  v.  Porter,  47 
Mo.  293  5  Caraway  v.  Caraway,  7  Cald.  245 ;  Garraky  v.  Green,  32  Tex.  202 ; 
Baker  v.  Haskell,  47  N.  H.  479 ;  Gates  v.  Mowry,  15  Gray  564 ;  Outcalt  v.  Lud- 
low, 3  Vroom  239  j  Cooke  v.  Cooke,  29  Md.  538 ;  Robinson  v.  Peizer,  3  W.  Va. 
335;  Jones  v.  Mom,  36  Cal.  205;  Halmark  v.  Molin,  5  Cald.  482;  Miner  v. 
Phillips,  42  111.  123 ;  Bower  v.  Earl,  18  Mich.  367 ;  Pringle  v  Pringle,  19  P.  F. 
Smith  281 ;  Bunker  v.  Green,  48  111.  243 ;  Hartman  v.  Diller,  12  P.  F.  Smith 
37 ;  Comett  v.  Fain,  33  Ga.  219 ;  Hubble  v.  Osbom,  31  Ind.  249 ;  Vro(mian  v. 
King,  36  N.  Y.  477 ;  Burroughs  v.  Jenkins,  1  Phill.  (Eq.)  33 ;  Hotoard  v.  Snei- 
ling,  32  Ga.  195 ;  GUI  v.  Strozier,  32  Ga.  688  ;  Vrennon  v.  Smith,  3  Head  389 ; 
Dunaway  v.  School  Directors,  40  111.  247 ;  Shaw  v.  Robertson,  12  Minn.  445 ; 
Peck  V.  Crouse,  46  Barb.  151 ;  Gregory  v.  Walker,  38  Ala.  26;  Grooms  v.  Rust, 
27  Tex.  231 ;  Thompson  v.  Herring,  Ibid.  282 ;  Carleton  v.  Baldwin,  Ibid.  572 ; 
Sutter  V.  Lackmann,  39  Mo.  91 ;  Hessing  y.  McCloskey,  37  111.  341 ;  Gamer  v. 
Bridges,  38  Ala.  276;  McClellan  v.  Comwell,  2  Cald.  298.  Declarations  by 
grantor,  remaining  in  possession,  are  not  admissible  against  his  grantee :  Car- 
penter V.  Carpenter,  8  Bush  283.    See  post,  p.  467,  note. 
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dence,  but  only  as  introductory,  and  for  the  purpose  of  introducing 
and  explaining  ^'s  conduct  and  behavior  when  the  charge  was  made, 
and  his  answer  upon  that  occasion,  and  not  as  having  any  intrinsic 
tendency  to  prove  the  fact  asserted. 

In  the  next  place,  it  is  observable  that  the  principle  is  confined  to 
those  cases  where  an  inference  is  attempted  to  be  made  from  the  acts, 
conduct  or  declarations  of  strangers,  on  the  presumption  that  they 
would  not  have  done  such  acts,  or  made  such  declarations,  had  not 
the  fact  so  to  be  inferred  been  true ;  and  that  it  is  the  want  of  any 
certain  or  known  connection  between  such  acts  or  declarations  and 
the  truth  of  the  fact  which  occasions  the  exclusion.  Hence  it  is 
that  the  principle  does  not  extend  to  the  exclusion  of  any  of  what 
may  be  termed  real  or  natural  facts  and  circumstances  in  any  way 
connected  with  the  transaction,  and  from  which  any  inference  as  to 
the  truth  of  the  disputed  fact  can  reasonably  be  made.  Thus,  upon 
the  trial  of  a  prisoner  on  a  charge  of  homicide  or  burglary,  all  cir- 
cumstances connected  with  the  state  of  the  body  found,  or  house  pil- 
laged, the  tracing  by  stains,  marks  or  impressions,  the  finding  of  in- 
struments of  violence,  or  property,  either  on  the  spot  or  elsewhere, 
in  short,  all  visible  vestigia^  as  part  of  the  transaction,  are  admitted 
in  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  connecting  the  prisoner  with  the  act. 

Such  facts  and  circumstances  have  not  improperly  been  termed 
inanimate  witnesses.  It  may  be  asked,  whether  the  same  principle 
which  excludes  all  inferences  from  the  acts,  conduct  and  declara- 
tions of  others,  ought  not  also  to  exclude  such  real  circumstances ; 
for  an  artful  person  may  *not  only  deceive  by  speaking  and  p^Q^-, 
writing,  but  may  also  create  false  and  deceptive  appearances,  ^  ^ 
calculated  to  induce  others  to  draw  false  conclusions  from  them ; 
he  may  act  as  well  as  speak  a  lie,  and  may  deceive  by  false  facts  as 
'well  as  false  expressions.*     Real  facts,  that  is,  such  as  are  the  object 

*An  ancient  and  celebrated  argument  supplies  an  illustration.  A  young 
man  who  was  blind,  a  resident  in  his  father's  house,  was  charged  by  his  step- 
mother with  haying  assassinated  his  father  by  stabbing  him  whilst  he  slept. 
The  evidence  was  circumstantial ;  and  one  of  the  prominent  facts  urged  against 
the  son  was  the  circumstance  that  the  walls  of  the  apartments  which  separated 
the  chamber  of  the  father  from  that  of  the  son  were  smeared  with  the  impres- 
sions of  bloody  hands,  proceeding  from  the  chamber  of  the  father  to  that  of  the 
son.  With  respect  to  such  evidence,  which  according  to  the  rules  of  our  law 
would  be  clearly  admissible,  it  may  be  objected  that  such  appearances  may 
have  resulted  from  the  art  and  cunning  of  another,  for  the  very  purpose  of 
implicating  the  accused ;  and  also  it  may  be,  as  suggested  in  the  case  cited,  for 
the  further  purpose  of  screening  the  real  perpetrator  of  the  offence. 

Since,  then,  it  is  possible  that  such  appearances  may  be  the  result  of  fraud 


91  INDIRECT    EVIDENCE. 

of  actual  observation,  in  contradistinction  to  mere  recitals  of  facts, 
are  in  themselves  always  true,  whilst  a  mere  recital  or  statement  may 
be  wholly  false;  and  although  collateral  circumstances,  when  con- 
sidered without  careful  comparison,  may,  either  in  consequence  of 
contrivance  and  design,  or  even  from  accident,  present  appearances 
which  tend  to  false  conclusions,  that  *tendency  is  always  sub- 
ject to  be  corrected  by  a  multitude  of  other  facts  which  are  ^  ■' 
genuine. 

The  whole  context  of  facts  must  be  consistent  with  truth ;  to 
speak  more  properly,  they  constitute  the  truth;  if  all  were  known, 
nothing  would  be  left  for  inquiry ;  the  greater  the  number  known, 
the  more  probable  will  it  be  that  an  artificial  or  spurious  fact,  from 
inconsistency  with  the  rest,  will  be  detected,  and  the  truth  manifested. 
This  is  the  more  evident,  when  it  is  considered  that  the  practice  of 
creating  false  appearances  must  always  be  difficult,  limited  in  its  ex- 
tent, and  constantly  subject  to  detection  and  exposure  from  a  com- 
parison of  the  deceptive  fact  with  such  as  are  undoubtedly  genuine. 

By  way  of  illustration,  the  following  instance  may  be  selected  :  A 
person  having  been  robbed  and  murdered,  the  body  is  so  placed  by  the 
offender,  with  a  discharged  pistol  beside  it,  as  naturally  to  induce  the 
inference  that  the  deceased  had  fallen  by  his  own  hand ;  but  on  close 
examination,  it  is  discovered  that  the  ball  extracted  from  the  body, 
and  which  occasioned  death,  is  too  large  to  have  been  discharged  from 
that  pistol,  an  inconsistency  which  immediately  detects  the  imposture, 
and  refutes  the  false  inference  to  which  some  of  the  circumstances 
apparantly  tend. 

The  general  admission,  therefore,  of  evidence  of  the  actual  visible 
state  of  things,  in  the  absence  of  any  special  reason  for  suspecting 
fraud  is  quite  consistent  with  the  exclusion  of  statements  or  declara- 

and  artifice,  ought  they  to  be  admitted  ?  or,  at  least,  are  they  not  subject  to  the 
same  objection  which  is  urged  against  receiving  evidence  of  the  declarations  or 
writings  of  others?  The  answer  seems  to  be,  that  although  a  possibility  exists 
that  such  appearances  may  have  resulted  from  contrivance  and  design,  yet  that 
much  less  danger  is  to  be  apprehended  from  the  reception  of  such  evidence  of 
actual  facts  than  would  result  from  receiving  evidence  of  mere  statements  of 
facts. 

In  the  case  above  supposed,  two  circumstances  tended  to  show  that  the  traces 
on  the  walls  were  the  result  of  artifice  and  imposture.  The  accused  being 
blind,  night  to  him  was  the  same  as  the  day,  and  being  familiar  with  the  apart- 
ments, he  wanted  not  the  walls  for  his  guidance.  The  impressions  on  the  walls 
were  all  equally  clear  and  distinct ;  had  they  been  natural  and  genuine,  they 
would  have  gradually  become  faint  and  indistinct. 
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tioDS,  as  contradistinguished  from  real  facts ;  such  statements  may 
be  altogether  fictitious ;  they  are  easily  invented,  and  would  therefore 
be  the  more  dangerous,  because  if  they  were  to  be  admitted  to  any 
credit,  they  would  usually  be  conclusive.  At  all  events,  there  is  a 
strong  practical  necessity  for  resorting,  especially  in  criminal  pro- 
ceedings, to  the  aid  of  circumstantial  evidence;  the  consequences 
would  be  infinitely  mischievous  if  such  evidence  were  to  be  excluded ; 
and  the  real  practical  result  from  any  suggestions  as  to  the  r^coq-i 
*probability  of  fraud  and  deception  being  practised  through 
the  medium  of  such  evidence,  is,  that  it  ought  in  all  cases  to  be  re- 
ceived and  ^  acted  on  in  the  highest  degree  of  caution  and  circum- 
spection. 

As  the  possession  and  enjoyment  of  disputed  property  are  always 
indirect  evidence  of  right,  by  reason  of  the  obvious  and  natural  pre- 
sumption, when  the  right  is  in  other  respects  doubtful,  that  such 
possession  and  enjoyment  so  acquiesced  in  had  a  lawful  origin ;  so, 
acts  of  open  delivery  of  possession,  or  written  instruments  by  which 
a  dominion  over  such  property  was  exercised,  and  with  which  the 
possession  and  enjoyment  correspond,  are  also  presumptive  evidence 
of  right ;  for  these  are,  in  fact,  not  mere  recitals  of  a  fact,  but  are  of 
themselves  acts  of  dominion  and  ownership.  Hence,  when  such  in- 
straments  are  so  ancient  that  their  connection  with  acts  of  enjoyment 
and  dominion  cannot  be  proved  by  the  testimony  of  living  witnesses, 
they  are  nevertheless  admissible  as  the  best  and  most  proximate 
evidence  to  explain  the  origin  and  nature  of  such  possession  and  en- 
joyment, where  they  can  by  other  evidence  be  sufficiently  connected 
with  those  facts. 

Hence  it  seems  that  to  support  any  presumption  or  inference  from 
such  an  instrument,  first,  its  antiquity  is  essential;  secondly,  that  it 
shonld  have  been  found  in  the  place  or  repository  in  which  a  true  or 
genuine  deed  or  writing  of  that  kind  would  have  been  deposited ;' 
thirdly,  that  it  should  be  free  from  all  suspicion  which  may  rebut  the 
presumption  raised  in  its  favor ;'  and,  fourthly,  in  order  to  give  it 
any  weight,  it  should  be  supported  by  proof  of  possession  or  enjoy- 
ment, corresponding  and  consistent  with  it.^  Upon  such  a  connection 
the  force,  if  not  the  admissibility,  of  such  evidence  essentially  de- 
pends. Declarations  are,  as  has  been  seen,  evidence  as  explanatory 
of  the  act  which  they  accompany ;  and  where  long-continued  enjoy- 

'  Ftd<  infra,  Private  Writings — Ancient  Deeds. 
« Ibid.  ^  Ibid. 
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ment,  and  user  of  a  right  have  been  *provecl,  extending  as  far 
'-  -*  back  as  the  duration  of  human  life  will  permit,  a  deed  or 
writing  which  is  consistent  with  such  usage  and  enjoyment,  and  ex- 
planatory of  it,  may,  under  the  same  principle,  be  fairly  admitted,  as 
affording  a  presumption  that  it  was  a  genuine  instrument  which  has 
been  used  and  acted  on.  And  where  proof  of  the  actual  execution 
and  use  of  such  instruments  would  have  been  evidence,  then  when 
such  proof  is  absolutely  excluded  by  lapse  of  time,  the  production  of 
the  deed,  coupled  with  such  circumstances  as  give  it  credit,  appears 
to  be  the  next  best  evidence  which  the  case  admits  of,  and  when 
accompanied  with  proof  of  actual  enjoyment,  affords  a  strong  pre- 
sumption as  to  the  existence  of  the  right  according  to  that  deed. 
Hence,  ancient  licenses  on  the  court-rolis,  granted  by  the  lords  of  a 
manor  in  consideration  of  certain  rents,  to  fish  in  a  particular  river, 
are  evidence  to  prove  a  prescriptive  right  of  fishery  in  that  river, 
without  any  proofs  of  the  rents  being  formerly  paid,  where  it  appears 
that  such  rents  have  been  paid  in  modern  times,  or  that  the  lords  of 
the  manor  have  exercised  other  rights  of  ownership  over  the  fishery.* 
But  it  was  held  that  to  give  any  weight  to  such  evidence,  it  was 
necessary  to  support  it  by  evidence  of  payments,  or  of  acts  of  owner- 
ship.^ And  where  the  question  was,  whether  in  a  particular  manor 
a  custom  existed  that,  after  the  turbary  had  been  cleared  away  from 
a  certain  moss,  the  lord  had  a  prescriptive  right  to  hold  the  land 
cleared,  free  from  all  right  of  common,  it  was  held  (in  an  action 
between  a  grantee  of  the  land  and  one  who  claimed  common  in  the 
locus  in  qtiOj  in  respect  of  an  ancient  messuage)  that  counterparts  of 
old  leases  found  among  the  muniments  of  the  lord  of  the  manor,  by 
which  such  cleared  portions  of  the  moss  had  from  time  to  time  been 
granted  by  the  lord,  were  admissible  in  evidence,  although  they  were 
so  old  that  no  one  could  speak  to  possession  under  them.     It  was 

♦objected,  both  at  the  trial  and  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial, 

L      -I   that  such  evidence  ought  not  to  be  admitted  without  proof  of 

enjoyment  under  those  leases.     But  the  court  held  that  it  was  clear 

that  such  leases  might  be  given  in  evidence ;  they  only  showed  the 

existence  of  a  fact,  viz.,  that  at  the  time  of  the  dates  of  the  leases  the 

lord  granted  the  land  after  the  moss  had  been  taken  away.^  ^ 

^  Rogers  and  others  v.  Altera,  cor.  Heath,  J.,  1  Gamp.  309. 

^  Per  Heath,  J.,  1  Camp.  311. 

>  Clarkson  v.  Woodkouse,  5  T.  R.  412. 

^  For  a  very  full  collection  of  the  American  authorities  see  note  903,  4  Cowen 
&  Hill's  Phillips  1310. 
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It  is  to  be  observed  that  oral  or  written  declarations,  although  ex- 
cluded as  direct  evidence  of  a  fact,  bj  the  rules  which  govern  the 
reception  of  such  evidence,  may  still  in  many  instances  be  used  in- 

The  English  law  upon  this  subject  seems  very  generally  adopted  in  the  United 
States,  and  ancient  deeds  accompanying  possession  are  admitted  in  evidence 
without  further  proof:  Carroll  v.  Norwood,  1  liar.  &  John.  167 ;  Sims  v. 
DegraffenrM,  4  McCord  253 ;  WcUdron  v.  Tuttle,  4  N.  H.  371 ;  Thompson  v. 
BuUock,  1  Bay  364  ;  Thrusion  v.  Masterson,  9  Dana  228 ;  Brown  v.  Witter^  10 
Ohio  142;  McCluskyY,  Leadhetter,  1  Kelly  551;  Doc  v.  Eslava,  11  Ala.  1028; 
Winston  V.  Gwathmet/,  8  B.  Mon.  19 ;  Homer  v.  CiUey,  14  N.  H.  85 ;  Troup  v. 
ffurlbut,  10  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  527  ;  Carter  v.  Chaudron,  21  Ala.  72.  Ancient 
records,  when  accompanied  by  an  admission  that  they  come  from  the  proper 
depository,  are  admissible  in  evidence  without  proof  of  their  authenticity: 
Liiile  v.  Downing,  37  N.  H.  355.  The  rule  of  evidence  for  ancient  documents 
is  that  they  must  have  the  appearance  of  due  antiquity  and  of  genuineness ;  they 
mnst  be  procured  from  the  proper  custody,  and  be  corroborated  by  such  acts  of 
the  parties  as  correspond  with  their  tenor :  Law  v.  Mummaj  7  Wright  267.  There 
must  be  no  erasures  or  alterations :  Roberts  v.  Stanton,  2  Munf.  129.  The 
antiquity  alone  of  a  deed  apparently  defective  is  not  sufficient  to  justify  the 
presumption  of  its  due  execution :  Williams  v.  Bass,  22  Vt.  352. 

As  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  possession  required,  it  has  been  decided 
that  where  there  was  continued  possession  for  six  years,  under  a  deed  thirty 
years  old,  which  was  recorded  about  the  time  it  was  executed,  there  having 
been  no  possession  inconsistent  with  the  deed,  it  should  be  received :  Robinson 
V.  Craig,  1  Hill  (S.  C.)  389.  So  where  possession  for  five  years  was  proved : 
Wagner  v.  Acton,  1  Rice  100.  In  New  York  and  some  other  of  our  sister  states, 
and  perhaps  in  England,  it  seems  to  be  settled  that  a  deed  appearing  to  be  of 
the  age  of  thirty  years  may  be  given  in  evidence  without  proof  of  its  execution, 
either  by  showing  an  accompanying  possession,  or,  when  there  has  been  none 
soch,  rendering  such  an  account  of  it  as  will  afford  a  reasonable  presumption 
of  its  being  genuine.  It  has  been  said  by  authority  highly  respectable,  that 
almost  any  evidence,  intrinsically  unobjectionable,  and  tending  to  raise  a  pre- 
sumption  of  the  fairness  of  the  instrument,  may  be  received,  leaving  its  suf- 
ficiency to  depend  on  the  nature  of  each  particular  case :  Jackson,  ex  dem.  Lewis^ 
V.  Zarowqf^  3  Johns.  Cas.  283 ;  Hewlett  v.  Cock,  7  Wend.  371 ;  though  it  must 
be  confessed  that  in  Pennsylvania  the  leaning  of  the  determinations  is  in  favor 
of  the  more  rigid  rule  which  refuses  to  accept  of  anything  short  of  actual  pos- 
fiession,  as  corroborative  of  the  supposed  deed.  But  where  the  issue  litigated 
involves  the  title  of  wild  and  uncultivated  lands,  which  have  never  been  the 
sabject  of  an  actual  pedis  possessio,  the  question  assumes  a  very  different  aspect. 
In  such  caaes  the  payment  of  taxes  assessed  upon  the  unseated  land  for  a  number 
of  years,  is  for  many  purposes,  esteemed  equivalent  to  actual  possession :  Per 
Bell,  J.,  in  WiUiams  v.  HUlegras,  5  Barr  494.  Proof  that  a  deed  of  land  is 
more  than  thirty  years  old,  without  other  circumstances,  is  no  evidence  of  its 
aathenfcicity,  especially  when  no  possession  has  been  taken  under  it,  and  the 
land  has  been  held  adversely,  although  the  deed  is  shown  to  have  been  in  the 
eustody  in  which  it  would  have  been  likely  to  be  if  genuine :  Willson  v.  Belts, 
4  Denio  201 ;  Ridgdey  v.  Johnson,  11  Barb.  Sup.  Gt.  527. 
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directly  as  explanatory  of  other  evidence.  Thus,  though  a  letter, 
stating  particular  facts,  could  not  be  read  in  evidence  merely  because 
it  was  sent,  yet  if  the  party  to  whom  it  was  addressed  wrote  an 
answer,  such  answer  might  be  read  as  evidence  against  the  party 
who  wrote  it,  and  the  letter  to  which  it  was  an  answer  would  be  ad« 
missible  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  such  answer.^ 

So  letters  and  declarations,  in  themselves  inadmissible,  are  admis- 
sible if  they  communicate  any  fact  to  the  party  against  whom  they 
are  read  which  either  affects  the  rights  in  question  or  explains  his 
subsequent  conduct."*  Thus  the  proof  of  notice  of  the  dishonor 
of  a  bill  of  exchange  to  a  drawer  or  indorser  is  evidence,  not  of  the 
fact  of  dishonor  stated  in  the  notice,  but  because  such  notice  casts 
a  legal  liability  on  the  party  to  whom  it  was  given.  So  again,  in  an 
action  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  for  a  libel,  keeping  a  mischievous 
animal,  malicious  prosecution,  and  indeed  in  any  other  case  where 
the  knowledge,  motives,  or  intentions  of  the  parties  were  material, 
communications,  whether  oral  or  written,  may  be  very  important  evi- 
dence, though  not  of  the  truth  of  the  facts  communicated,  yet  for 

"*  See  further,  as  illustrative  of  this  principle,  Cotton  v.  James ,  M.  &  M.  (22 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  273  J  Taylor  v.  Williams,  2  B.  &  Ad.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  845. 

^  The  defendant,  having  read  a  letter  from  the  plaintiff^s  agent  in  answer  to 
a  letter  from  himself,  cannot  give  in  evidence  a  copy  of  his  own  letter,  without 
proving  it  to  be  a  true  copy,  by  a  witness:  Smith  v.  Carrington,  4  Cranch  61. 
A  letter  written  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendants  and  received  by  them  being 
in  answer  to  one  by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiffs,  which  had  been  read  as 
evidence  in  the  cause,  having  been  filed  by  the  defendants  and  read  by  them  on 
a  former  trial,  was  held,  under  the  circumstances,  to  be  competent  for  the  plain- 
tiffs :  Dowries  v.  Morrison^  2  Gratt.  250.  A  letter  written  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
defendant,  relative  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit,  although  written  after  the 
commencement  of  the  suit  and  a  reply  thereto  by  the  defendant,  are  together 
admissible  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff:  Holler  v.  Weiner,  3  Harris  242.  A  party 
to  a  suit  cannot  be  permitted  to  read  an  unanswered  letter  from  himself  to  the 
adverse  party,  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  truth  of  facts,  stated  therein,  al- 
though  it  was  in  reply  to  a  letter  to  himself  which  he  has  put  in  evidence : 
.  Fearing  v.  Kimball,  4  Allen  125.  The  omission  of  a  party  to  reply  to  state- 
ments in  a  letter  about  which  he  has  knowledge,  and  which  if  not  true  he  would 
naturally  deny,  is  evidence,  but  of  a  lighter  character  than  silence  when  the 
same  facts  are  directly  stated  to  him :  Fenno  v.  Weston,  31  Yt.  345 ;  CrremfUld 
Bank  v.  Crafts,  2  Allen  269.  As  to  when  letters  are  evidence,  see  Newton  v. 
Price,  41  Ga.  186 ;  Rosenstoek  v.  Forney,  32  Md.  169 ;  Stoekham  y.  Stoekham^  Ibid. 
196.  A  letter  and  the  answer  thereto  are  subject  to  the  same  rule  as  applies  to 
a  conversation.  If  part  is  given  in  evidence  by  one  party,  the  other  party  is 
entitled  to  have  the  whole  produced :  Livermore  v.  St,  John,  4  Rob.  12  -,  Mclniyre 
V.  Harris,  41  Miss.  81. 
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judging  as  to  the  motives,  intention  and  honesty  of  the  party  to 
whom  the  communication  was  made. 

*0f  the  class  of  facts  which  require  proof  by  means  of  in-  r*Q£»-| 
direct  evidence,  there  are  some  of  so  peculiar  a  nature  that 
juries  cannot  without  other  aid  come  to  a  direct  conclusion  on  the 
subject.  In  such  instances,  where  the  inference  requires  the  judg- 
ment of  persons  of  peculiar  skill  and  knowledge  on  the  particular 
subject,  the  testimony  of  such  as  to  their  opinion  and  judgment  upon 
the  facts,  is  admissible  evidence  to  enable  the  jury  to  come  to  a  cor- 
rect conclusion.  Thus  the  relation  between  a  particular  injury  in- 
flicted on  a  man's  body  and  the  death  of  that  man,  is  an  inference 
to  be  made  by  medical  skill  and  experience,  and  may  be  proved  by 
one  who  possesses  those  qualifications.  So  again,  where  the  ques- 
tion is  as  to  a  general  result  from  books  or  accounts  of  a  voluminous 
nature,  the  general  result  from  them  may  be  proved  by  the  testi- 
mony of  one  who  has  examined  them.^ 

'  A  practical  surveyor,  in  testifying  respecting  marks  on  trees  or  piles  of  stones, 
may  express  his  opinion  whether  they  were  intended  as  monuments  of  bounda- 
ries :  Davis  v.  Mason^  4  Pick.  156.    See  also  U,  States  v.  Oibert,  2  Sumn.  93.  G. 

A  land  surveyor  testified  that  he  had  run  out  the  lines  of  lots  surveyed  by  a 
former  surveyor,  and  was  familiar  with  his  mode  of  making  corners,  and  then 
testified  to  certain  marks  upon  certain  alleged  corners,  as  having  been  made  by 
the  former  surveyor :  Held^  that  his  belief  that  the  marks  were  those  made  by 
the  former  surveyor  was  not  evidence  to  be  received  by  the  jury  as  the  opinion 
of  an  expert,  but  was  merely  the  testimony  of  a  witness  to  a  fact  within  his 
knowledge,  and  was  to  be  credited  by  the  jury  only  so  far  as  they  believed  him 
able  from  his  personal  knowledge  to  identify  the  marks  in  question :  Barrow  v. 
Cobleighf  11  N.  H.  557 ;  Messer  v.  Beginnitei^  32  Iowa  312.  When  the  opinion 
of  an  expert  is  offered  in  evidence,  the  court  may  hear  evidence  to  ascertain 
whether  he  is  an  expert,  and  then  allow  the  opinion  to  be  given  to  the  jury : 
Mendum  v.  CommUhf  6  Rand.  704.  This  may  be  done  either  by  examining  the 
witness  himself  or  from  the  testimony  of  others :  Tullis  v.  Kidd,  12  Ala.  648. 
A  witness  cannot  testify  as  to  value  until  he  has  been  shown  to  be  competent  to 
speak  upon  the  subject :  Bank  of  Comm'th  v.  Mudgett,  44  N.  Y.  514 ;  Bedell  v. 
Lang  Island  B,  i?.  Co.,  44  N.  Y.  367 ;  Swan  v.  Middlesex  County,  101  Mass.  173  •, 
Bwjfder  v.  Western  Union  B,  B,  Co.,  25  Wis.  60 ;  Browning  v.  Long  Island  B.  B, 
Co.,  2  Daly  117 ;  Brackett  v.  Edgerton,  14  Minn.  174 ;  AUU  v.  Day,  Ibid.  516. 
Witnesses  may  testify  to  the  market  price  of  cattle  derived  from  the  newspapers : 
CUtdand  B.  B,  Co,  v.  Perkins,  17  Mich  296.  A  witness,  who  bases  hie  calcu- 
lationa  of  the  value  of  foreign  money  upon  newspaper  quotations  of  the  value 
of  gold,  is  not  competent  as  an  expert  to  prove  the  value  of  such  foreign  money : 
Sekmidi  V.  Herfarth,  5  Rob.  124.  The  value  of  a  living  animal,  as  a  stallion, 
may  be  proved  by  witnesses  to  his  reputation :  MiUan  v.  Davis,  66  N.  C.  539. 
Whether  two  pieces  of  wood  were  parts  of  the  same  stick  of  natural  growth  is 
a  question  for  the  testimony  of  experts :  ComnCth  v.  Chodie,  105  Mass.  451.  An 
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CHAPTER  V. 

ARTIFICIAL  EVIDENCE. 

Thus  far  the  law  controb  the  admission  of  ordinary  evidence,  by 
the  application  of  excluding  tests ;  it  is  next  to  be  considered  how 

expert  in  bookkeeping  cannot  be  asked  whether  the  books  of  a  person,  when 
solvency  is  in  question,  show  that  such  person  was  insolvent:  Persse  Paper 
Works  V.  Willettj  1  Rob.  131.  As  a  general  rule  the  opinion  of  witnesses  is  not 
to  be  received  in  evidence,  merely  because  they  may  have  had  some  experience 
or  greater  opportunies  of  observation  than  others,  unless  they  relate  to  matters 
of  skill  or  science:  Robertson  v.  Stark^  15  N.  H.  109;  Lash  v.  McDanidy  13 
Ired.  485;  McLean  v.  State^  16  Ala.  672;  Luning  v.  State,  1  Chand.  178. 
Opinion  of  a  matter  within  common  experience  is  not  evidence:  Gavish  v. 
Pacific  R.  R,  Co,,  49  Mo.  274 ;  Cannell  v.  Phcenix  Ins.  Co.,  59  Me.  682 ;  State 
V.  Pike,  49  N.  H.  399;  Messner  v.  People,  45  N.  Y.  1 ;  Sloan  v.  New  York  R.  R. 
Co,,  45  N.  Y.  125 ;  McComhs  v.  N,  C,  R.  R.  Co.,  67  N.  C.  193.  The  opinion  of 
a  witness  is  not  admissible,  except  of  a  professional  man  in  a  matter  depending 
on  science  or  skill  in  his  particular  art,  or  when  it  is  necessary  from  the  nature 
of  the  inquiry,  as  for  example  as  to  the  sanity  of  a  person,  but  this  must  be 
from  personal  observation  of  the  particular  case,  unless  the  witness  be  a  pro- 
fessional man :  Lester  v.  Pittsford,  7  Yt.  161 ;  Doe  v.  Reagan,  5  Blackf.  217  ; 
Milton  V.  Rowland,  11  Ala.  732.  The  opinions  of  medical  men  may  be  asked 
upon  supposed  cases  similar  to  the  one  before  the  court :  State  v.  Powell,  2 
Halst.  244 ;  Luning  v.  StaU,  1  Chand.  178 ;  77.  S.  v.  McGlue,  1  Curtis  C.  C.  1. 
And  it  is  not  confined  to  medical  men,  but  extends  to  all  other  professions  and 
trades  :  Price  v.  Powell,  3  Comst.  322  ;  Smith  v.  Gugerty,  4  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  614  ; 
Steamboat  Clipper  y.  Logan,  18  Ohio  375;  State  v.  Cheek,  13  Ired.  114.  A 
dealer  in  produce  is  a  competent  witness  in  regard  to  the  market  value,  at  a 
particular  time,  of  an  article  in  which  he  deals,  though  his  knowledge  of  such 
value  at  that  time  is  derived  from  his  correspondents  in  business :  Laurent  v. 
Vaughn,  30  Vt.  90.  Reports  in  newspapers  of  the  state  of  the  markets  are 
admissible :  Sisson  ▼.  Cleveland  R.  R.  Co.,  14  Mich.  439.  Engineers,  well 
diggers,  farmers  and  gardeners  are  competent  witnesses  on  a  subject  of  drainage : 
Buffum  V.  Harris,  5  R.  I.  243.  The  testimony  of  lawyers  as  experts  to  the  law 
of  another  state :  Wilson  v.  Carson,  12  Md.  54.  Any  practising  physician  is 
competent  to  express  an  opinion  as  an  expert  on  a  medical  question :  Livingstones 
case,  14  Grat.  592.  But  see  Comm,  v.  Rich,  14  Gray  335 ;  Fairchild  v.  Bascomb, 
35  Vt.  398 ;  Emerson  v.  Lowell  Gas  Light  Co,,  6  Allen  146 ;  New  Orleans  Co,  v. 
Allbretton,  38  Miss.  242.  A  stock  raiser  is  an  expert  who  may  testify  to  the 
extent  of  an  injury  and  damages  received  by  cattle  from  falling  through  a 
wharf :  Polk  v.  Coffin,  9  Cal.  56.  As  to  who  are  experts  :  Withee  v.  Rowe,  45 
Me.  571 ;  Dickenson  v.  Fitchburg,  13  Gray  546  ;  Bearss  v.  Copley,  10  N.  Y.  93  ; 
Van  Deusen  v.  Young,  29  Barb.  9 ;  Harris  v.  Panama  Railroad  Co,,  3  Bosw.  7 ; 
Bell  V.  Morrisett,  6  Jones  (Law)  178;  Walker  y.  Fields,  28  Ga.  237;  Montgomery 
V.  Gilmer,  33  Ala.  116;  Jones  v.  Finch,  37  Miss.  461 ;  Carry.  Northern  Liberties, 
11  Cas.  324;  Hydey.  Woolfolk,  1  Clarke  159;  Pagey.  Parker,  40  N.  H.  47; 
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far  the  law  interferes  to  create  evidence,  or  to  add  to  its  eflScacy  by 
artificial  means. 

Blodgett  Co,  v.  Farmer,  41  Ibid.  398 ;  Weaver  v.  Alabama  Co,  35  Ala.  176 ; 
BeUefontaine  Railroad  Co,  v.  Bailey,  11  Ohio  (N.  S.)  333;  Seaver  v.  Boston 
Bailroad  Co.,  14  Gray  466  ;  Crane  v.  Northfield,  33  Vt.  124 ;  Beirce  v.  Stocking, 
11  Gray  174 ;  Dubois  v.  Baker,  40  Barb.  556 ;  Boardman  v.  Woodman,  47  N.  H. 
120;  Whitney  v.  Boston,  98  Mass.  312;  Kennedy  v.  People,  39  N.  Y.  245; 
Stuckey  V.  BelUmt,  41  Ala.  700 ;  Detroit  E.  R,  Co,  v.  Van  Steinhurg,  17  Mich. 
99 ;  Doare  v.  Garretson,  24  Iowa  351 ;  Noonan  v.  JVoZcy,  22  Wis.  27  ;  Hill  v. 
Portland  R,  R,  Co,,  56  Me.  438  ;  Cavendish  v.  TVoy,  41  Vt.  99 ;  Davis  v,  Elliott, 
15  Gray  90;  Brown  v.  Hohurger,  52  Barb.  15;  Cooke  v.  England,  27  Md.  14; 
Dailey  v.  Grimes,  27  Md.  440 ;  Woodward  v.  (ra^M,  38  Ga.  205 ;  ifacon  i2.  jB. 
Co.  T.  Johnson,  Ibid.  409 ;  Cterifc  v.  Willett,  35  Cal.  534 ;  Graves  v.  Jfo«f*,  13 
Minn.  335 :  Thayer  y.  Chesley,  55  Me.  393 ;  Dole  v.  Johnson,  50  N.  H.  452 ; 
!nmn«^  T.  New  Jersey  Steamboat  Co,,  5  Law  507;  12  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S. ;  Shelton  v. 
StuU,  34  Tex.  662;  Eldredge  v.  ^wiiVA,  13  Allen  140;  Lyman  v.  /S^a^e  /n«.  Co., 
14  Allen  329 ;  Enright  v.  San  Francisco  R,  R,  Co.,  33  Cal.  230 ;  Norton  v. 
Moore,  3  Head  480 ;  Moorev.  State,  17  Ohio  St.  521 ;  Berry  v.  Reed,  53  Me.  487 ; 
Beakard  v.  Bahcock,  2  Rob.  175 ;  Schmidt  v.  Hepworth,  5  Rob.  124 ;  Barnes  v. 
Ingalls,  39  Ala.  193-;  JTem  v.  5^u<A  /S^  iotiw  /n*.  Co.,  40  Mo.  19 ;  Schmidt  v. 
Peoria  Marine  Ins,  Co.,  41  111.  295;  Wesson  y,  Washburn  Iron  Co.,  13  Allen 
95 ;  Jeffersonville  R,  R.  Co,  v.  Lanhan,  27  Md.  171 ;  Mowry  v.  Chase,  100  Mass. 
79  ;  JVbr^on  v.  Green,  64  N.  C.  64 ;  State  v.  W^ard,  39  Vt.  225 ;  Kendall  v.  May, 
10  Allen  59 ;  Robertson  v.  JCnopp,  35  N.  Y.  91 ;  Pierson  v.  Sou^r,  47  Barb.  243 ; 
Spiva  V.  Stapleton,  38  Ala.  171 ;  CAeeA;  v.  State,  Ibid.  227  ;  CaZe6  v.  State,  39 
Miss.  721 ;  Thompson  v.  Bertrand,  23  Ark.  730 ;  PAe(p«  v.  ^oion,  14  Mich.  374 ; 
Carroll  v.  Welch,  26  Tex.  147;  Moultonvi  McOwen,  103  Mass.  587;  Smith  v. 
iTafcfte,  59  Barb.  289 ;  State  v.  Wilcox,  57  Barb.  604 ;  Ardisco  Oil  Co,  v.  Ci6son, 
13  P.  F.  Smith  146;  Sory  y.  First  German  Congregation,  Ibid.  156;  Lake  v. 
Wilcox,  55  Barb.  615. 

Neither  professional  nor  unprofessional  witnesses  can  give  an  opinion  as  to 
mental  capacity  or  condition  without  first  showing  the  facts  upon  which  the 
opinion  is  founded :  White  v.  Bailey,  10  Mich.  155.  As  to  the  testimony  of 
experts  or  non-experts  on  a  question  of  sanity :  Dunham^ s  Appeal,  27  Conn. 
192 ;  Walker  v.  Walker,  34  Ala.  469 ;  Deshon  v.  Merchant  Bank,  8  Bosw.  4  il. 
The  proper  mode  of  inquiry  to  obtain  the  opinion  of  an  expert  upon  the  case 
as  shown  by  the  proof,  is  to  ask  him  what  his  opinion  is  upon  a  state  of  facts, 
such  as  appears  from  the  evidence,  hypothetically  stated :  Spear  v.  Richardson, 
37  N.  H.  23 ;  Woodbury  v.  Obear,  7  Gray  467 ;  Champ  v.  Comm.,  2  Mete. 
(Ken.)  17;  Perkins  v.  Concord  Railroad,  44  N.  H.  223.  A  physician  is  admis- 
sible as  an  expert  on  a  question  of  sanity,  although  he  has  not  made  diseases  of 
the  mind  a  special  study :  State  v.  Reddick,  7  Kans.  143.  So  he  may  be 
examined  as  to  injuries  done  to  the  eye  of  a  party  by  violence,  although  he 
may  not  be  a  surgeon  or  an  oculist :  Castner  v.  Sliker,  33  N.  J.  (Law)  95,  507. 
Whether  a  child  was  a  full-time  child  may  be  testified  to  by  any  physician  of 
ordinary  experience  :  Young  v.  Makepeace,  103  Mass.  50.  Any  witness,  not  an 
expert,  who  knows  the  facts  personally,  may  give  an  opinion  in  a  matter 
reqairing  skill,  stating  also  the  facts  upon  which  he  bases  the  opinion: 
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It  is  essential,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  law  should  provide  the 
means  of  preserving  public  statutes  and  ordinances,  the  decrees  and 
judgments  of  its  Courts,  and  many  other  transactions  of  public  in- 
terest, and  for  authenticating  them  as  such  when  it  should  become 
necessary ;  and  it  is  also  essential  to  the  convenience  of  individuals 
that  the  evidence  of  their  mutual  dealings  and  engagements  should 
not  be  left  to  depend  on  the  defective  memories  of  living  witnesses, 

Indianapolis  v.  Kvffer,  30  Ind.  235 ;  Alabama  R.  JR.  Co»  v.  Burkettj  42  Ala.  83. 
The  opinion  of  a  non-professional  witness  as  to  sanity  is  inadmissible  :  Real  v. 
People,  55  Barb.  551,  579 ;  8  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  314 ;  O'Brien  v.  People,  48  Barb. 
275.  As  to  non-professional  witnesses  on  questions  of  sanity,  see  Real  v.  People, 
42  N.  Y.  270.  A  subscribing  witness  may  give  his  opinion  of  the  testator's 
capacity  without  the  facts  upon  which  it  is  founded  :  Tetlow  v.  Tetlow,  4  P.  F. 
Smith  216 ;  Elder  y.  Ogleton,  36  Qa.  64.  It  does  not  require  an  expert  to  prove 
intoxication :  Castner  v.  Sliker,  33  N.  J.  (Law)  95,  507.  As  to  matters  of 
opinion  by  persons  not  experts,  see  Comm,  v.  Dorsey,  103  Mass.  412;  Parsons  y. 
Manufacturers'  Ins,  Co.,  82  Mass.  443 ;  Taylor  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  R,  Co,,  38  N. 
K.  304.  A  physician  may  be  asked  his  opinion  as  to  the  cause  of  a  disease, 
but  he  must  state  the  facts  upon  which  his  opinion  is  founded :  Matteson  v.  New 
York  R,  R.  Co,,  62  Barb.  364.  Medical  experts  are  not  allowed  to  testify 
categorically  on  the  merits  of  the  cause,  but  only  hypothetically :  FingUy  v. 
Cowgill,  48  Mo.  291.  An  expert  cannot  undertake  to  determine  what  is  shown 
by  thQ  evidence,  and  upon  that  give  an  opinion :  Phillips  v.  Starr,  26  Iowa  349 ; 
Wright  v.  Hardy,  22  Wis.  348.  Marble-masons  cannot  be  called  to  prove  the 
meaning  of  a  written  contract  to  erect  a  monument :  Sanford  v.  Rawlings,  43 
111.  92.  An  expert  may  be  asked  upon  a  state  of  facts  already  established,  or 
upon  an  hypothetical  case  :  Hoard  v.  Peck,  56  Barb.  202 ;  Crawford  v.  Wo^f, 
29  Iowa  567 ;  State  v.  Klinger,  46  Mo.  224 ;  Carpenter  v.  Blake,  2  Lans.  206 ; 
Kempsey  v.  McGinniss,  21  Mich.  123.  As  to  opinions  of  medical  witnesses  of 
injuries,  see  Matteson  v.  New  York  R.  R,  Co,,  35  N.  Y.  487  ;  Fort  v.  Brown,  46 
Barb.  366.  Proof  of  a  foreign  law  may  be  made  either  by  volumes  of  the 
statutes  received  under  the  authorized  reciprocal  interchange  of  statutes,  or  by 
competent  parol  evidence :  De  Rothschild  v.  United  States,  6  Gt.  of  01.  204 ; 
Dauphin  v.  United  States,  Ibid.  221.  In  proof  of  the  laws  of  a  foreign  country, 
the  testimony  of  any  person,  whether  a  professional  lawyer  or  not,  who  appears 
to  the  court  to  be  well  informed  on  the  point,  is  competent:  HaU  v.  CosteUa,  48 
N.  H.  176;  Dauphin  v.  United  States,  6  Ot.  of  CI.  221.  The  evidence  of  experts 
is  to  be  received  with  caution :  Grigsby  v.  Clear  Lake  Water  Ins,  Co,,  40  Cal. 
396 ;  Bee  post,  p.  175,  note  1. 

Experts  may  be  examined  as  to  questions  of  art  or  science  peculiar  to  their 
trade  or  profession,  but  not  as  to  the  construction  of  an  instrument  of  writing : 
Winans  v.  New  York  de  Erie  R.  R,  Co,,  21  How.  (U.  S.)  88. 

Medical  books  even  of  received  authority  are  not  competent  evidence :  Ash- 
worth  V.  Kittridge,  12  Gush.  193 ;  Harris  v.  Panama  R.  R,  Co,,  3  Bosw.  7 ; 
Wade  V.  De  Witt,  20  Tex.  398 :  Washburn  v.  Cuddihy,  8  Gray  430 ;  MerkU  v. 
State,  1  Ala.  Sel.  Gas.  45.  Youatt^s  Treatise  on  Horses  is  not  evidence  on  a 
question  of  soundness:  Fowler  v.  Lewis,  25  Tex.  (Supp.)  380. 
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but  should  be  preserved  by  the  aid  of  written  *memorials,   r+qir-i 
mutually  agreed  upon  for  the  purpose  of  perpetuating  those 
transactions.     The  law  itself,  therefore,  provides  authentic  memorials 
of  judicial  proceedings,  and  of  many  other  matters  of  a  public  nature, 
by  means  of  its  own  oflScers  specially  delegated  to  the  trust.** 

Of  this  description  are  the  rolls  of  Parliament,  public  registers, 
and  all  records  of  Courts  of  justice ;  and  as  these  are  made  by  minis- 
ters or  officers  specially  authorized  by  the  law,  for  the  very  purpose 
of  perpetuating  the  facts  which  they  contain,  it  is  to  be  presumed 
that  they  are  true  memorials,  and  they  are  admissible  evidence  of 
those  facts,  though  they  are  not  sanctioned  by  the  ordinary  tests  of 
truth.  And  it  may  further  be  observed,  that  as  these  memorials  re- 
late for  the  most  part  to  matters  of  public  concern  and  notoriety,  the 
application  of  the  ordinary  tests  is  not  so  requisite  as  in  ordinary 
cases.  On  this  principle,  even  books  of  history  are  admissible  to 
prove  public  and  notorious  historical  facts.^ 

But  though  the  law  in  such  cases  does  not  require  the  aid  of  the 
ordinary  tests  of  truth,  yet  in  these,  as  well  as  in  all  other  instances, 
the  res  inter  alios  acta  is  always  excluded.  Many  of  the  matters 
which  the  law  records  by  instruments  of  its  own  creation  are  of  a 
public  nature,  to  which  all  may  be  considered  privy ;  as  in  the  case  of 
public  proclamations,  acts  of  state,  public  registers  of  births  and  mar- 
riages.    In  the  case  of  judicial  records,  although  in  one  sense  they 

4  See  tit.  Judgment — ^Record. 

^  All  evidence  of  this  sort  must  be  considered  as  mere  hearsay ;  and  certainly, 
as  hearsay,  it  is  of  no  very  satisfactory  character.  Historical  facts,  of  general 
and  public  notoriety,  may  indeed  be  proved  by  reputation  ;  and  that  reputation 
may  be  established  by  historical  works  of  known  character  and  accuracy.  But 
evidence  of  this  sort  is  confined  in  a  great  measure  to  ancient  facts,  which  do 
not  presuppose  better  evidence  in  existence ;  and  where,  from  the  nature  of  the 
transaction,  or  the  remoteness  of  the  period,  or  the  public  and  general  reception 
of  the  facts,  a  just  foundation  is  laid  for  general  confidence.  But  the  work  of  a 
Hring  author,  who  is  within  the  reach  of  process  of  the  court,  can  hardly  be 
deemed  of  this  nature.  He  may  be  called  as  a  witness.  He  may  be  examined 
as  to  the  sources  and  accuracy  of  his  information ;  and  especially  if  the  facts 
which  he  relates  are  of  a  recent  date,  and  may  be  fairly  presumed  to  be  within 
the  knowledge  of  many  living  persons,  from  whom  he  has  derived  his  materials ; 
there  would  seem  to  be  cogent  reasons  to  say,  that  his  book  was  not,  under  such 
circumstances,  the  best  evidence  within  the  reach  of  the  parties :  Morris  v.  Lessee 
of  Hamur's  Heirs,  7  Pet.  558 — ^per  Story  J.  The  American  State  Papers  pub- 
lished by  order  of  Congress  are  admissible :  Nixon  v.  Porter^  34  Miss.  697 ; 
DuiiUei  ▼.  Blanchard,  14  La.  Ann.  97 ;  Doe  v.  Roe^  13  Fla.  602.  See  ante,  p. 
49,  note  2. 
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are  of  public  notoriety,  and,  therefore,  although  such  a  record  is 
always  evidence  of  the  mere  fact  that  such  a  cause  was  litigated  and 
such  a  judgment  given,  whenever  the  mere  fact  is  material,  yet  they 
are  not  admissible  evidence  of  the  facts  and  rights  decided  by  the 
decree  or  judgment,  where  they  are  of  a  private  nature,  unless  as 
against  one  who  was  party  or  privy  to  the  proceeding,  nor  usually,  as 
will  be  seen,  even  then,  unless  he  who  offers  the  evidence  was  also  a 
r*Q81  P^^^y  ^^  privy ;  in  all  *other  cases  the  objection  that  the  affair 
was  res  inter  alios  acta  must  prevail.'  ^ 
As  the  law  creates  instruments  for  the  purpose  of  evidence,  so  it 
frequently  annexes  to  them  an  artificial  weight  and  consequence  on 
grounds  of  legal  policy.  Thus  a  record  in  a  judicial  proceeding  is 
in  many  instances  not  simply  admissible  evidence,  but  conclusive  as 

to  the  facts  adjudged.'^ 

'  See  tit.  Judgment. 

'  See  tit.  Judgment — Record. 

^  A  reoord,  which  cannot  be  used  against  parties  to  a  suit  on  trials  because 
some  of  them  were  not  parties  to  the  record,  cannot  be  used  for  them :  Chiles  v. 
Conlet/j  2  Dana  21 ;  Hurst  ▼.  McNeil,  1  Wash.  C.  C.  Rep.  70 ;  Davis  v.  Wood,  1 
Wheat.  6.  A  judgment,  not  conclusive  against  a  party,  is  not  conclusive  in  his 
favor :  Southgate  v.  Montgomery,  1  Paige  Ch.  R.  41  ;  Morris  v.  Lucas,  8  Blackf.  9. 

A  statement  in  a  record  of  a  foreign  judgment  that  a  party  appeared  by 
attorney  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  that  fact  and  of  his  authority :  Capting  v. 
Heman,  17  Mich.  524.  A  decree  between  the  parties  thereto  is  evidence  of  the 
recitals  therein,  and  when  relied  on  as  a  link  in  a  chain  of  evidence  is  to  be  con- 
sidered as  though  it  were  a  deed :  Doe  v.  Roe,  36  Ga.  66.  The  entire  record  in 
a  former  case  is  admissible  in  evidence  when  the  action  involves  proof  of  the 
judgment  in  that  cause :  Smith  v.  Smith,  22  Iowa  516.  A  part  of  a  record  is 
improperly  admitted  in  evidence  when  the  whole  is  not  produced :  Carrick  v. 
Armstrong,  2  Gald.  265.  The  yerdiot  of  the  jury  in  another  action  is  not  ad- 
missible to  show  that  the  matter  has  been  decided :  McReady  v.  Rogers,  1  Neb. 
124.  As  to  judgments  in  the  Confederate  States  during  the  civil  war,  see  Penny-- 
wit  V.  Kellogg,  1  Cine.  17  ;  ^eere  v.  Tenney,  50  N.  H.  461. 

When  the  judgment  of  a  court  of  law,  or  decree  of  a  court  of  chancery,  forms 
a  link  in  a  chain  of  title,  the  fact  of  the  existence  of  such  judgment  or  decree 
may  be  shown  by  the  record,  in  controversies  with  third  persons  as  well  as  be- 
tween  the  parties :  Den  v.  Hamilton,  7  Hals.  109 ;  Turpin  v.  Brannon,  3  McCord 
261.  Where  the  maker  of  a  note  has  been  prosecuted  to  insolvency,  the  record 
of  the  suit  may  be  given  in  evidence  against  indorsers  where,  by  the  local  law, 
it  is  necessary  to  prove  due  dilligence  in  order  to  charge  them :  Lane  v.  Clark, 
1  Mo.  657.  A  judgment  between  others  is  evidence  of  the  fact  of  its  having 
been  rendered,  and  competent  when  that  fact  is  material :  Head  v.  McDonald,  7 
Monr.  203 ;  Ansley  v.  Carlos,  9  Ala.  973  5  King  v.  Chase,  15  N.  H.  9 ;  Fletcher 
V.  Jackson,  23  Vt.  581 ;  Harrison  v.  Harrison,  39  Ala.  489. 

'  To  make  a  record,  in  a  former  suit,  conclusive  evidence  on  any  point,  it 
should  appear,  from  the  record,  that  such  a  point  was  in  issue.    And  evidence 
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It  is,  however,  very  clear,  that  the  previous  verdict  of  a  jury  is  not 
only  inconclusive,  but  that  in  its  own  nature  it  cannot  possibly  be  con- 
clusive as  to  the  truth  of  a  fact  which  it  professes  to  ascertain,  where 
that  fact  is  again  disputed.  It  is  possible  that  the  former  jury  may 
not  have  been  supplied  with  sufficient  evidence  to  enable  them  to  come 
to  a  correct  conclusion,  or  that  they  may  have  fallen  into  error,  or  even 
that  they  may  have  been  swayed  by  indirect  motives.  But  tbe  law, 
on  a  strong  principle  of  policy  and  convenience,  and  in  order  to  ex- 
clude continual  litigation,  frequently  annexes  an  artificial  conclusive 
effect  to  a  former  verdict. 

aliunde  is  not  admissible  to  show  that  a  matter  not  in  issue  on  the  record  was 
taken  into  consideretion  by  the  jury :  Manny  y.  Harris,  2  Johns.  24.  A  decree 
in  chancery  is  conclusive,  in  a  suit  at  law  between  the  same  parties,  of  such 
facts  as  were  directly  in  issue  in  the  bill,  and  which  were  necessary  to  uphold 
it :  Coit  V.  Tracy,  8  Conn.  268 ;  Pleasants  v.  Clements,  2  Leigh  474 ;  Pierson  v. 
CaUin,  18  Yt.  77.  A  judgment  on  the  merits,.in  a  personal  action,  is  a  bar  to 
another  action  on  the  same  claim  and  between  the  same  parties,  though  the 
forms  of  the  two  actions  be  not  the  same :  Lawrence  y.  Vernon,  3  Sumn.  20.  A 
Yerdict,  in  an  action  of  detinue,  against  the  plaintiff,  on  the  plea  of  non  detinet, 
is  not  sufficient  evidence  in  another  suit  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  title 
to  the  thing  demanded.  If,  in  such  case,  parol  evidence  can  be  introduced  to 
show  the  grounds  on  which  the  verdict  was  given,  this  evidence  must  prove  con- 
clasively  that  the  jury  could  have  found  their  verdict  upon  no  other  ground  than 
want  of  title  in  the  plaintiff:  Long  v.  Bangas,  2  Ired.  290.  In  an  action  of  tres- 
pass quare  clausum  Jregit,  the  defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  filed  a 
notice  that  he  claimed  and  should  give  evidence  of  title  to  the  locus  in  quo.  The 
jary  found  the  defendant  guilty,  assessed  damages,  and  also  found  that  the  de- 
fendant had  no  title  to  the  land  described  in  the  plaintiff's  declaration ;  and 
judgment  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff.  It  was  held  that  this  judgment  was 
not  conclusive  proof  of  the  plaintiff's  right  of  property  in  said  land,  nor  of  his 
title  to  maintain  a  writ  of  entry  to  recover  the  land  from  the  defendant  in  that 
action :  Wade  v.  Lindsay,  6  Mete.  407.  See  Darlington  v.  Gray,  5  Whart.  487 ; 
Piper  V.  Richardson,  9  Meto.  155  •,  Dukes  v.  Broughton,  2  Speers  620.  In  cove- 
nant for  instalments  of  money,  a  former  recovery  between  the  same  parties,  on 
^e  same  instrument,  is  not  a  bar  where  breaches  for  the  instalments  demanded 
in  the  latter  action  were  not  specifically  assigned  in  the  former  suit;  and  evidence 
is  admissible  to  show  that  the  instalments  now  demanded  had  not  fallen  due, 
and  were  not  included  in  the  former  recovery.  It  would  be  otherwise  where  the 
former  claim  was  entire  and  for  a  sum  of  money  in  solido :  Sterner  v.  Ooioer,  3 
W.  &  S.  136.  Upon  the  general  subject  of  the  conclusiveness  of  judgments,  see 
Gates  V.  Goreham,  5  Yt.  317 ;  Shafer  v.  Stonebreaker,  4  Gill  &  Johns.  345 ;  Gard- 
ner V.  Buekbee,  3  Cow.  120 ;  Hibshaum  v.  DuUebum,  4  Watts  183 ;  Robinson  v. 
Cramninshield,  1  N.  II.  76  j  Livermore  v.  Herschell,  3  Pick.  33 ;  White  v.  PhiJr 
brick,  5  Greenl.  147 ;  Boynton  v.  WiUard,  10  Pick.  166 ;  Marsh  v.  Pier,  4  Rawle 
273 ;  Bumham  v.  Webster,  1  Woodb.  &  Min.  172 ;  Pinney  y.  Barnes,  17  Conn. 
420. 
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Again,  where  formal  instruments  are  prescribed  or  adopted  by  con- 
vention, for  the  purpose  of  manifesting  and  perpetuating  the  acts  and 
transactions  of  private  individuals,  the  law  interferes  not  only  in  pre- 
scribing the  manner  and  form,  but  also  in  giving  an  artificial  effect  to 
such  instruments. 

The  ordinary  instances  in  which  the  law  prescribes  the  form  and 
manner  in  which  private  persons  shall  express  their  acts  and  inten- 
tions, and  record  their  engagements,  are,  in  cases  of  wills  of  real 
property,  grants  of  incorporeal  rights,  which  must  be  evidenced  by  a 
specialty,  and  agreements,  which  in  many  instances  prescribed  by  the 
Statute  of  Frauds*  must  be  evidenced  by  some  written  memorandum 
of  the  transaction.  In  these  and  other  instances  where  the  law  pre- 
r*9Ql  ^^^'"^^^  *^®  form,  the  evidences  of  the  fact  *mu8t  of  course  con- 
sist in  proof  that  the  legal  requisites  have  been  complied  with 
in  the  particular  instance. 

The  admissibility  of  such  conventional  means  of  perpetuating  the 
transactions  between  individuals,  falls  for  the  most  part  within  the 
ordinary  and  natural  rules  of  evidence.  They  are,  in  effect,  formal 
admissions  by  the  parties  who  make  them,  and  as  against  themselves 
are  therefore  admissible.  The  admission  of  such  evidence  is  quite 
consistent  with  the  general  rule  which  excludes  all  that  is  res  inter 
alios  acta  ;  such  evidence  would  therefore  be  admissible  independently 
of  any  artificial  rule  of  law,  but  when  admitted,  the  law  frequently 
annexes  an  artificial  efiScacy  which  such  evidence  would  not  otherwise 
possess." 

The  law  not  only  in  many  instances  prescribes  the  manner  and  form 
of  the  instrument  by  which  such  acts  and  intentions  shall  be  signified, 
but  frequently  annexes  an  artificial  and  arbitrary  effect  to  the  evi- 
dence. Thus  the  law  provides  that  a  specialty,  such  as  a  bond,  shall 
carry  with  it  intrinsic  and  conclusive  evidence  that  it  was  founded  on 
a  good  and  sufficient  consideration,  without  any  other  proof;  that  a 
bill  of  exchange  shall  afford,  not  conclusive,  hut  primd  facie  evidence 
of  consideration ;  whilst  in  other  cases  of  mere  parol  engagements  a 
consideration  will  not  be  presumed,  but  to  give  them  effect  must  usually 
be  alleged  and  proved. 

The  doctrine  of  estoppels  by  deed  affords  another  prominent 
instance  of  the  law's  interference  to  annex  an  artificial  effect  to  par- 
ticular evidence.  It  is  a  general  rule  of  law  that  a  man  shall  be 
estopped  or  excluded  from  the  averment  or  proof  of  that  which  is 

*  See  tit.  Frauds,  Statute  or. 

*  See  tit.  Bond— DixD— Bill  of  Exchange. 
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contrary  to  his  admission  by  deed ;'  ^  but  he  is  not  estopped  in  the 
strict  legal  ^sense  of  the  term  by  a  mere  oral  admission,  r^iAOl 
or  even  a  written  one  not  under  seal.  Independently  of  an 
artificial  rule,  there  is  no  reason  why  a  man  should  be  estopped  or 
excluded  from  asserting  the  truth  in  one  case  and  not  in  the  other. 
So  also  there  are  numerous  instances  where,  on  a  just  and  equitable 
principle,  the  courts  hold  a  man  to  be  concluded  by  his  own  conduct 
and  representation  of  a  fact,  although  contrary  to  the  truth.  Thus 
where  a  person  assents  to  an  act  and  derives  and  enjoys  a  title  under 
it  he  cannot  impeach  it,^  and  so  if  a  man  induces  a  tradesman  to 
supply  a  woman  with  goods  by  a  representation  that  she  is  his  wife, 

'  See  tit  Dbed.    Banner  v.  Wilkinson,  5  B.  &  Aid.  (7  £.  C.  L.  R.)  6S2. 

The  rule  that  a  party  is  eBtopped  by  his  deed,  does  not  preclude  a  party  from 
asserting  that  the  transaction  was  contrary  to  law,  or  void  on  the  ground  of 
fraud,  and  for  this  purpose  giving  evidence  to  contradict  the  statements  contained 
in  the  deed ;  Fairiitle,  ex  dem.  Mytton,  v.  Gilbert,  2  T.  R.  169 ;  Collins  v.  Blantemj 
2  Wils.  341 ;  1  Smith's  Lead.  Gas.  154,  et  notes ;  Doe  dem.  Chandler  v.  Ford,  3 
Ad.  ft  £.  (30  £.  G.  L.  R.)  649 ;  Doe  dem.  Williams  v.  Lloyd,  5  Ring.  N.  G.  (35  £. 
C.  L.  R.)  741 ;  Hayne  v.  Maltby,  3  T.  R.  438  ;  Chanter  v.  Leese,  4  M.  &  W.  295. 

7  Bex  V.  Stacy,  1  T.  R.  4.  Where  a  copyholder  has  been  admitted  to  a  tene- 
ment, and  done  fealty  to  a  lord  of  a  manor,  he  is  estopped,  in  an  action  by  the 
lord  for  a  forfeiture,  from  showing  that  the  legal  estate  was  not  in  the  lord  at  the 
time  of  admittance :  Doe  dem,  Nepean  v.  Bedden,  5  B.  &  Aid.  (7  £.  G.  L.  R.) 
626. 

»  Stow  V.  WysSy  7  Gonn.  214 ;  Wilkinson  v.  Scott,  17  Mass.  249 ;  McDonald  v. 
King,  Goxe  432.  One  who  conveys  land  without  having  a  title,  is  estopped  from 
claiming  it,  if  he  after  acquires  a  title :  Mc  Williams  v.  Nisly,  2  S.  &  R.  507  ; 
Brown  v.  McCormick,  6  Watts  60 ;  Somes  v.  Skinner,  3  Pick.  52.  One  holding 
a  vested  interest  and  a  contingent  interest  in  land,  and  conveying  by  deed  with 
warranty  ^*  his  right,  title  and  interest"  therein,  passes  his  vested  interest  only 
by  the  deed,  and  is  not  estopped  thereby  to  claim  his  contingent  interest  when 
it  becomes  vested :  Blanchard  v.  Brooks,  12  Pick.  47.  The  guardian  of  a  person 
non  compos,  sold  certain  real  estate  belonging  to  his  ward  under  a  license  of 
court,  and  conveyed  the  same  with  a  covenant  that  he  was  duly  authorized  to 
sell  the  granted  premises ;  it  was  held  that  the  guardian  was  estopped  by  such 
covenant,  from  setting  up  a  claim  to  any  portion  of  such  real  estate,  under  a 
previous  conveyance  to  hinci  in  his  own  right :  Heard  v.  Hall,  16  Pick.  457  ;  but 
see  Comstock  v.  Smith,  13  Pick.  116;  Allen  v.  Sayward,  5  Greenl.  227.  The 
estoppel  in  general  extends  to  all  the  facts  recited  in  the  deed, — but  an  excep- 
tion has  been  allowed  as  to  the  recital  of  the  amount  of  consideration  and  the 
fact  of  its  payment;  Wilkinson  v.  Scott,  17  Mass.  249 ;  Davenport  v.  Mason,  15 
Mass.  85 ;  SchiUinger  v.  McCann,  6  Greenl.  364 ;  Buffum  v.  Green,  5  N.  H.  71 ; 
Taggari  v.  Stanberry,  2  M'Lean  543 ;  Norris  v.  Norris,  9  Dana  317  ;  Dyer  v. 
Rich,  1  Mete.  180. 
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he  will  be  concluded  by  that  representation,  and  will  not  afterwards  be 
admitted  to  show  that  she  was  not  his  wife.'^ 

In  the  next  place,  the  law  interferes  bj  annexing  to  particular 
classes  of  evidence  artificial  presumptions,  as  contradistinguished 
from  the  natural  inferences  and  presumptions  which  a  jury  would 
have  made  by  virtue  of  their  own  knowledge  and  experience.  Such 
presumptions  are  not  rules  for  arriving  at  the  simple  truth ;  on  the 
contrary,  they  are  frequently  used  for  the  very  purpose  of  excluding 
the  truth  on  grounds  of  special  legal  policy.  Their  object  is  to  annex 
particular  consequences  to  certain  defined  predicaments ;  in  fact, 
therefore,  they  are  in  their  operation  mere  rules  of  law.^ 

Such  artificial  presumptions  are  of  two  kinds;  first,  those 
r*10n  *^^^®^  *^®  made  by  the  law,  that  is,  by  the  courts  which  ad- 
minister the  law,  without  the  aid  of  a  jury ;  secondly,  such 
as  cannot  be  made  but  by  the  aid  of  a  jury.  The  former  again  con- 
sist of  conclusive  presumptions,  which,  like  the  presumptions,  juris  et 
de  jure  of  the  civil  law,  admit  of  no  proof  to  the  contrary,  or  are 
simply  prcesumptiones  juris,  which  may  be  rebutted  in  fact,  or  by 

*  See  Vol.  II.,  tit  Admissions,  and  with  respect  to  this  principle  see  further 
Pickard  v.  Sears^  6  Ad.  &  £.  (33  E.  G.  L.  R.)  469  )  Freeman  v.  Cooke^  2  Ezch. 
654. 

*  Chapman  v.  Searle,  3  Pick.  35 ;  Rice  v.  Bixler^  1  W.  &  S.  445  j  Crockett  v. 
Lashbrooky  5  Monr.  530.  Declaring  a  note  to  be  "  good"  to  one  about  to  pur- 
chase it,  or  standing  by  in  silence  when  it  is  transferred  for  consideration,  is 
an  estoppel  in  pais  against  a  debtor :  Watson  v.  McLaren,  19  Wend.  557 ;  Petrie 
V.  Feeier,  21  Wend.  172 ;  Davis  v.  Thomas^  5  Leigh.  1.  A  person  is  always 
estopped  from  denying  the  truth  of  a  fact,  upon  the  faith  of  which  he  has 
suffered  another  person  to  act,  knowing  at  the  time  that  the  other^s  conduct  was 
materially  influenced  by  a  reliance  upon  the  truth  of  such  fact :  Sicks  v.  Cram^ 
17  Vt.  449 ;  Bank  v.  Wollaston,  3  Harring.  90 ;  Rangeley  v.  Spring,  5  Shepl. 
130.  If  a  party  having  knowledge  that  he  has  a  title  to  property  stands  by  and 
sees  another  mortgage  it  to  a  third  person,  to  secure  a  debt  or  liability  incurred 
at  the  time,  without  giving  notice  of  his  title,  he  is  estopped  from  setting  it  up 
afterwards  in  a  suit  at  law  against  the  mortgagee:  Thampson  y.  Sanborn,  11 
N.  H.  201.  If  A,  having  title  to  land,  stands  by  and  encourages  a  sale  to  B,  he 
is  estopped,  however,  only  when  he  conceals  an  outstanding  title  not  equally 
known  to  both  parties :  Parker  v.  Barker,  2  Mete.  423 ;  see  McKdvy  v.  Traby,  4 
W.  &  S.  323. 

'  Not  only  convenience,  but  necessity  calls  for  a  definite  rule  to  produce  cer- 
tainty of  result  in  the  determination  of  facts  which  must  be  passed  upon  with- 
out proof;  and  such  can  only  be  obtained  from  the  doctrine  of  presumption, 
which,  however  arbitrary,  is  indispensable,  and  when  founded  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  events,  productive  of  results  which  usually  accord  with  the  truth :  Per 
Gibson,  C,  J.,  Burr  v.  Sims,  4  Whart.  170.  G. 
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some  other  presumption  raised  by  the  facts.  Thus  a  deed  under  seal, 
where  the  execution  of  the  instrument  stands  unimpeached,  affords 
conclusive  evidence  of  consideration.* 

But  although  the  law  will  presume  or  intend,  on  proof  of  a  fine, 
that  it  was  levied  with  proclamations,  or  that  the  heir-at-law  of  one 
who  died  seised  of  an  estate  was  in  possession  of  that  estate,  yet  these 
are  but  primd  fcune  presumptions  which  may  be  repelled  by  actual 
proof  to  the  contrary. 

Other  presumptions,  again,  which  may  be  termed  presumptions  in 
law  and  fact,  are  those  which  are  recognised  and  warranted  by  law 
as  the  proper  inferences  to  be  made  by  juries  under  particular  cir- 
cumstances ;  these,  it  will  be  seen,  are  founded  on  principles  of 
policy  and  convenience,  and  not  unfrequently  on  an  analogy  to  ex- 
press rules  of  law.  Thus,  a  jury  would  have  been  warranted  in  pre- 
suming, and  even  directed  to  presume  a  right,  from  evidence  of  an 
adverse  and  uninterrupted  enjoyment  of  lands  for  twenty  years,  in 
analogy  to  the  provisions  of  stat.  21  Jac.  I.,  c.  16 ;  although,  if  the 
jury  did  not  infer  the  right  from  such  evidence,  the  court  could  not 
have  done  it. 

*  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Prssvmptions. 


PART  II. 

4 

OF  THE  INSTRUMENTS  OP  EVIDENCE. 


Having  thus  considered  generally  the  principles  which  regulate 
the  admission  of  evidence,  we  are  next  to  consider  what  are  the 
means  and  instruments  of  evidence ;  how  are  they  to  be  procured  and 
used ;  their  admissibility  and  effect.  These  are,  first,  oral  witnesses, 
examined  vivd  voce  in  court  as  to  facts  within  their  own  knowledge, 
and  in  some  particular  instances,  as  to  what  they  have  heard ;  and, 
secondly,  written  evidence. 


CHAPTER  I. 
ORAL  EVIDENCE. 


And  first,  as  to  oral  witnesses.     Oral  testimony,  it  is  to  be  re- 
marked, in  natural  order  precedes  written  evidence.     It  is  in  general 
more  proximate  to  the  fact  than  written  evidence,  being  a  direct 
communication  by  one  who  possesses  actual  knowledge  of  the  fact  by 
his  senses;    whilst  written    evidence   in  itself  requires   proof,   and 
must  ultimately  be  derived  from  the  same  source  with  oral  evidence, 
that  is,  from  those  who  possessed  actual  knowledge  of  the  facts. 
Under  this  head  may  be  considered, 
1st.  The  mode  of  enforcing  the  attendance  of  a  witness  in  civil 
and  criminal  cases,   and  his  production  of  writings  in 
his  possession.     The  incidents  to  his  attendance  and  de- 
fault. 
*2dly.  Objections  in  exclusion  of  his  testimony. 
^        -^  3dly.  The  mode  of  examination  in  chief;  cross-exami- 

nation, and  re-examination. 
4thly.  The  mode  of  rebutting  his  testimony. 
5thly.  The  mode  of  confirming  his  testimony. 
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I.  The  mode  of  enforcing  the  attendance  of  a  witness  in  civil  and 
criminal  cases^  and  aho  of  enforcing  his  production  of  writings  in 
his  possession^  and  the  incidents  to  his  attendance  or  default. 

His  attendance  upon  the  trial  is  enforced  by  subpoena  or  habeas 
corpuSy  in  civil  as  well  as  in  criminal  cases,  and  also  in  the  latter  by 
means  of  his  recognizance. 

The  attendance  of  a  witness  in  civil  cases  is  compelled  (where  the 
witness  is  not  in  custody)  by  means  of  a  subpoena^  which  is  a  judicial 
writ,  commanding  the  witness  to  appear  at  the  trial  to  testify  for  the 
plaintiff  or  defendant,  under  pain  of  forfeiting  XI 00  in  case  of  dis- 
obedience.* It  is,  however,  requisite,  in  civil  cases,  to  tender  to  the 
witness  his  reasonable  expenses,  not  only  of  going  to  attend  the  trial, 
but  also  of  his  return ;  for  though  he  may  refuse  to  be  sworn  till  such 
expenses  be  paid,  the  party  may  not  choose  to  call  him,  and  he  may 
find  it  difficult  to  get  home  again.^ 

If  a  witness  wilfully  neglect  to  attend  upon  the  subpoena^  he  is 
guilty  of  a  contempt  of  court,  for  which  he  is  liable  to  an  attachment.'' 
He  is  also  liable  to  damages  at  common  law,  in  an  action  on  the  case 
by  the  party  injured;*  *and  lastly,  by  the  stat.  5  Eliz.  c.  r*io4i 
9,  8.  12,  he  shall  forfeit  for  such  offence  £10,  and  yield  such 
further  recompense  to  the  party  grieved  as,  by  the  discretion  of  the 
court  out  of  which  the  process  shall  issue,  shall  be  awarded.*  The 
most  usual  mode  of  proceeding  is  by  attachment,  in  which  case  an 
affidavit  of  personal  service  is  necessary,  and  of  the  payment  or  ten- 
der of  reasonable  expenses.' 

Where  the  witness  is  in  custody,  his  testimony  is  obtained  by 
means  of  a  habeas  corpus  ad  testificandum^  which  was  grantable  at 
the  discretion  of  the  courts  at  common  law  :*  and  by  the  stat.  44 
Geo.  III.,  c.  102,  any  judge  of  the  'superior  courts,  in  England  or 

*  See  the  form,  Tidd^s  FormB  283.  For  practice  as  to  the  form,  service  and 
remedies  for  disobedience  of  a  suhpcena^  and  also  the  tender  of  expenses  to  wit- 
nesses, see  Vol.  III.,  tit.  Witness. 

*  Chapman  v.  Poinion,  2  Str.  1150;  Fuller  v.  Prentice,  1  H.  B.  9 ;  Hallett  v. 
Mears,  13  East  15 ;  Ex  parte  Roscoe^  1  Meriv.  189.  The  obligation  depends  on 
the  stat.  5  Eliz.  c.  9. 

*  1  Str.  510;  2  Str.  810.  1054,  1150;  Cowp.  386 ;  Doug.  561. 

*  Doug.  561 ;  Needham  v.  jFVawct-,  I  C.  B.  (60  E.  C.  L.  R.)  815. 

*  Cro.  Car.  522,  540 ;  Goodwin  v.  Weit,  Jon.  430 ;  5  Mod.  355. 

'  Chapman  v.  PoirUon,  2  Str.  1150;  Gardener.  Creaswell,  2  M.  &  W.  319; 
FulUr  v.  Prentice,  1  H.  B.  49 ;  Horne  v.  Smith,  6  Taunt.  (1  E.  C.  L.  R.)  9. 

«  See  Tidd's  Prac.  9th  ed.  809 ;  Ex  parte  mietson,  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
470;  and  see  the  form  and  course  of  proceeding,  Yol.  III.,  tit.  Witness. 
8 
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Ireland,  may  award  a  writ  or  writs  of  habeas  corpus  for  bringing  up 
any  prisoner  or  prisoners  detained  in  any  gaol  or  prison,  before  any 
of  the  said  courts,  or  any  sitting  of  Nisi  Prius,  or  before  any  other 
court  of  record  in  those  parts  of  the  United  Kingdom,  to  be  examined 
as  a  witness  in  any  cause  or  matter,  civil  or  criminal,  depending  or  to 
be  inquired  into  or  determined  in  any  of  those  courts.**  *  And  every 
justice  of  the  county  palatine  of  Chester  has  by  the  same  statute, 
similar  authority  within  the  limits  of  his  jurisdiction. 
r^s^Q^n  A  lunatic  fit  for  examination,  and  not  dangerous,  may  '''also 
be  brought  up  from  a  lunatic  asylum  by  virtue  of  this  writ.^ 
So  where  the  witness  is  under  the  duress  of  some  third  person,  as  a 
sailor  on  board  a  man-of-war,  his  attendance  is  procured  by  the  same 
means.^ 

The  attendance  of  a  witness  in  criminal  cases  may  be  compelled 
by  means  of  a  subpoena  issued  in  the  queen's  name  by  the  justices  of 
the  court  in  which  the  ofience  is  to  be  tried  ;^  but  the  more  usual 
course  in  all  cases  of  treason,  felony,  indictable  misdemeanor,  or  any 
indictable  oifence  is  for  the  justices  who  take  the  informations, 
examinations  and  depositions,  to  bind  the  witnesses  under  the  statute 
11  &;  12  Vict.  c.  42,  ss.  16  and  20,  by  recognizance,  to  appear  at 
the  next  Court  of  Oyer  and  Terminer  or  Gaol  Delivery,  or  Quarter 
Sessions,  or  other  court  at  which  the  accused  is  to  be  tried,  to  give 
evidence.^  In  cases  of  murder  and  manslaughter,  the  coroner,  upon 
any  inquisition  taken  before  him,  is  empowered  by  7  Geo.  lY.  c.  64, 
s.  4,  to  bind  the  witness  by  recognizance  to  appear  and  give  evi- 
dence on  the  trial. 

Where  an  offender  who  has  escaped  from  one  part  of  the  United 

^  Previous  to  this  statute  it  was  the^ usual  practice  for  the  courts  to  award  this 
writ  upon  motion,  accompanied  with  a  proper  affidavit.  By  the  stat.  43  Geo.  III. 
c.  140)  a  judge  of  any  of  the  courts  at  Westminster  may  at  his  discretion  award 
a  writ  o£  habeas  corpus  for  bringing  a  prisoner  detained  in  any  goal  in  England 
before  a  court  martial,  or  before  commissioners  of  bankrupts,  commissioners  for 
auditing  public  aecounts,  or  other  commissioners  acting  by  virtue  of  any  royal 
commission  or  warrant. 

»  Fennell  v.  Tait,  1  C,  M.  &  R.  584. 

J  Eex  V.  Eoddam,  Cowp.  672. 

*  B,  V.  King,  8  T.  R,  585. 

^  See  2  Rubs,  on  Crimes,  3d  ed.  945 ;  20  How.  St.  Tr.  355 ;  and  see  Howard 
V.  Gosseit,  10  Q.  B.  (59  E.  C.  L.  R.)  436 ;  2  Haw.  c.  46,  s.  165. 

^  A  sheriff  is  bound  to  bring  up  a  person  in  execution  on  a  civil  suit,  on  a 
habeas  corpus  ad  iestificandum,  on  being  tendered  the  expenses  of  bringing  him 
up  and  taking  him. back :  Noble  v.  Smith,  5  Johns.  357.  G. 
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Kingdom  is  tried  in  another,  by  virtue  of  the  stat.  45  Geo.  III.  c.  92, 
8.  3,"  service  of  a  subpoena  on  a  witness  in  one  part  of  the  United 
Kingdom  to  give  evidence  in  a  criminal  prosecution  in  another  part, 
is  as  eifectual  as  if  the  witness  had  been  served  with  the  subpoena  in 
that  part  of  the  United  Kingdom  where  he  is  required  to  appear, 
and  upon  default  notified  by  a  certificate  under  the  seal  of  the  court 
whence  the  subpoena  issued,  to  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  England 
or  Ireland  respectively,  or  the  High  Court  *of  Justiciary  in   r*-i  ng-i 
Scotland,  he  is  liable  to  be  punished  as  for  a  contempt  of  the 
process  of  those  courts  respectively.     By  the   express   provision  of 
this  statute  (sect.   4)  the  witness  cannot  be  punished  for  default, 
unless  the  reasonable  expenses  of  coming  and  attending  to  give  evi- 
dence, and  of  returning,  have  been  tendered  to  him.""     In  other 
cases  the  witness  is  bound  to  obey  the  writ,  or  to  perform  the  condi- 
tion of  his  recognizance,  although  no  expenses  have  been  tendered  to 
him;"  for  the  calls  of  justice  are  paramount  to  all  private  considera- 
tions and  claims.^    In  case  of  ^  felony  and  some  cases  of"^  misde- 
meanor, the  legislature  has  made  provision  for  the  expenses  of  the 
prosecution  and  witnesses. 

At  common  law,  a  defendant  in  capital  cases  had  no  means  of 
compelling  the  attendance  of  witnesses  on  his  behalf  without  a 
special  order  from  the  court ;  and  if  they  attended  voluntarily, 
they  could  not  be  swom.'^    But  in  case  of  misdemeanor  a  defend- 

*  And  see  13  Oeo.  III.  c.  39,  and  44  Geo.  III.  c.  92.  The  latter  statute  is  re- 
pealed so  far  as  relates  to  the  apprehension  of  offenders  escaping  from  Ireland 
into  England,  or  from  England  into  Ireland,  and  to  the  backing  of  warrants 
against  them,  by  11  &  12  Yict.  c.  42,  s.  21. 

"™  The  provision  is  confined  to  cases  where  the  witness  making  default  is  out 
of  the  jarisdiction  of  the  Court  from  which  the  certificate  is  transmitted :  B,  v. 
Brownell,  1  Ad.  &  £11.  (28  E.  C.  L.  R.)  602;  and  it  does  not  apply  to  a  subpoena 
from  the  quarter  sessions.    lb, 

*  2  Rubs,  on  Crimes,  3d  ed.  947. 

*  2  Haw.  c.  46,  s.  168  ;  2  Hale  292;  E.  v.  Cooke,  1  Car.  &  P.  (12  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
321. 

»  7  Geo.  IV.  c.  64,  s.  22 ;  Rex  v.  Exeter  Co,  Treas,,  5  M.  &  Ry.  167 ;  and  pro- 
viaion  is  made  by  6  A  7  Will.  IV.  c.  89,  and  7  Will.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  68,  for  the 
expenses  of  medical  and  other  witnesses  attending  on  ooroner^s  inquests ;  see 
the  statutes  on  this  subject  more  fully  noticed,  Vol.  III.,  tit.  Witness. 

«  7  Geo.  IV.  c.  64,  s.  23 ;  and  by  1  Vict.  c.  44,  this  power  is  extended  to  cases 
of  misdemeanor  in  concealing  the  birth  of  a  child. 

'  2  Haw.  c.  46,  s.  165  ;  Bex  v.  Turner,  6  How.  St.  Tr.  565 ;  4  Bl.  Com.  359. 

*  In  Massachusetts,  prisoners  indicted  for  a  capital  offence  are  entitled  to  the 


106  ORAL    EVIDENCE. 

ant  might  always  take  out  subpoenas  as  of  course.'  By  the  stat.  7 
Will.  III.  c.  3,  s.  7,  it  was  provided  that  defendants,  in  cases  of  trea- 
son, should  have  the  same  process  to  compel  the  attendance  of  wit- 
nesses for  them  as  was  granted  to  compel  witnesses  to  appear  against 
them ;  and  ever  since  the  statute  1  Anne,  st.  2,  c.  9,  s.  3,  which  pro- 
r*1071  ^^^^^  ^^*^  witnesses  for  the  prisoners,  *in  cases  of  treason  or 
felony,  shall  be  sworn  in  the  same  manner  as  the  witnesses 
for  the  Crown,  and  be  subject  to  the  same  punishment  for  perjury, 
the  process  by  subpoena  is  allowed  to  defendants  in  cases  of  felony,  as 
well  as  in  other  instances  ;'  and  consequently,  as  the  law  now  stands, 
a  witness  who  should  refuse,  after  being  subpoenaed  to  attend  to  give 
evidence  for  a  defendant  in  a  criminal  case,  would  be  liable  to  an  at- 
tachment for  a  contempt  of  court. 

In  proceedings  before  justices  of  the  peace  at  their  quarter  ses- 
sions, whose  jurisdiction  does  not  extend  beyond  the  county  for 
which  they  act,  in  order  to  procure  the  attendance  of  a  witness 
who  resides  in  another  county  the  process  is  issued  from  the  Crown 
office.* 

Where  magistrates  are  authorized  by  a  statute  to  hear  and  deter- 
mine, or  to  examine  witnesses,  they  have,  incidentally,  authority  to 
summon  witnesses,  and  take  the  examination  on  oath.""  And  by  the 
express  provisions  of  stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  when  any  indictable 
offence  has  been  committed  within  the  limits  of  the  jurisdiction  of 
any  justice  of  the  peace,  or  when  any  person  suspected  to  be  within 
his  jurisdiction,  he  may  issue  his  warrant  to  apprehend  such  person, 
and  may  summon  any  person  within  his  jurisdiction  as  a  witness  for 

■  2  Haw.  0,  46,  s.  165. 

*  See  R,  V.  Ring,  8  T.  R.  585 ;  Rex  v.  Brownell,  1  Ad.  &  E.  (28  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
602 ;  see  also  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  16. 
"  Lamb  517  ;  Dalton's  J.,  c.  6. 

Commonwealth's  process  to  bring  their  witnesses  into  court  at  the  Common- 
wealth's expense:  Comm.  y.  Williams,  13  Mass.  501.  M. 

And  it  has  always  been  the  practice  in  the  State  Courts  of  Pennsylvania  for  a 
person  accused  to  have  compulsory  process  from  a  magistrate  or  the  court  for 
his  witnesses,  hrfore  indictment  and  he  is  entitled  to  it  in  the  United  States 
Courts  under  the  Eighth  Article  of  the  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  «the 
United  States :  U,  S,  v.  Moore,  Wall.  23.  See  also,  Burr's  Trial  178.  Even 
after  a  conviction  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  a  subpoena  to  compel  the  attend- 
ance of  witnesses  to  prove  extenuating  circumstances :  State  v.  Smith  et  aL,  2 
Ray  62.  But  witnesses  for  a  misdemeanor  are  not  bound  to  attend  the  trial 
unless  their  fees  are  paid  as  in  civil  cases,  but  it  is  otherwise  in  prosecutions 
for  felony  :  Ex  parte  Chamberlain,  4  Cow.  49.  I. 
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the  prosecution,  or  may,  if  requisite,  by  warrant,  cause  such  person 
to  be  brought  before  him  to  give  evidence  concerning  the  charge ; 
and  if  such  person  refuse  to  give  evidence,  he  may  commit  him  to 
prison/  By  another  statute^  likewise,  in  all  cases  where  justices  of 
the  peace  are  empowered  to  imprison,  fine,  or  otherwise  punish  upon 
summary  conviction ;  and  in  all  cases  where  they  are  empowered 
upon  complaint  to  make  any  order  for  payment  of  *money  or  r^-iAo-i 
otherwise;  if  it  shall  appear  upon  oath  or  affirmation  that 
any  one  within  the  justices'  jurisdiction  is  likely  to  give  material 
evidence  for  the  prosecutor,  complainant,  or  defendants,  and  will 
not  voluntarily  appear  as  a  witness,  any  such  justice  may  issue  a 
summons  and  afterwards  a  warrant,  or  in  certain  instances  a  warrant 
only,  in  the  same  manner  to  appear  at  the  time  and  place  therein 
mentioned,  and  give  evidence  for  the  witnesses  as  is  provided  by 
11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  where  persons  have  committed  indictable 
offences. 

Commissioners  of  bankrupts  may  summon  before  them  any  per- 
sons whom  they  believe  to  be  capable  of  affording  information  con- 
cerning the  trade,  dealings  or  estate  of  the  bankrupt,  and  in  default 
they  may  order  the  party  summoned  to  be  apprehended.  Every  such 
witness  is  entitled  to  have  his  expenses  tendered  him.* 

The  Court  for  Relief  of  Insolvent  Debtors  in  England^  has  the 
same  power  for  compelling  the  attendance  of  witnesses  and  produc- 
tion of  documents  as  the  superior  Courts  at  Westminster.  That 
court  has  also  the  same  powers  as  Commissioners  of  Bankrupts  in 
reference  to  the  attendance  of  witnesses  and  the  production  of  docu- 
ments in  cases  of  insolvency  arising  under  the  statutes  5  &  6  Vict. 
c.  116,  and  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  96,  s.  5,  the  jurisdiction  over  which  was 
transferred  by  the  statute  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  102,  ss.  4,  6  and  8,  to  the 
court  and  the  judges  of  the  County  Courts  in  the  country. 

Either  of  the  parties  to  any  proceeding  under  the  recent  Act" 
establishing  County  Courts,  may  obtain,  at  the  clerk's  offices,  sum- 
monses to  witnesses,  with  or  without  a  clause  requiring  the  production 
of  writings,  which  are  to  be  served  by  one  of  the  bailiffs  of  the  court ; 
and  any  person  so  served,  and  to  whom  his  expenses  are  tendered, 
and  any  person  present  in  court,  who  shall  be  required  to  give  evi- 
dence, shall  pay,  on  default  or  refusal,  a  fine  not  exceeding  £10. 

♦Witnesses  also  being  duly  summoned  to  attend  on  Courts    r^i  aqt 
Martial,  are,  by  the  statute  13  Vict.  c.  5,  s.  15,  liable,  on 

^  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  8.  16.  ^  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  43,  s.  7. 

"^  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106,  B.  120.  ^  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  27. 

•  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95,  88.  85,  86. 
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neglect  to  attend,  or  produce  documents  if  required,  to  attachment 
in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  as  in  case  of  neglect  to  attend  a  trial 
on  a  criminal  proceeding  in  that  court. 

In  the  case  of  a  reference  to  arbitration  by  rule  of  court,  or  by  a 
judge's  order  or  agreement  to  make  the  submission  a  rule  of  court,  the 
court  making  such  rule  or  order,  or  any  judge,  may  direct  the  at- 
tendance of  a  vritness  to  be  examined  before  the  arbitrator,  or  the 
production  of  any  document,  by  the  statute  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42, 
8.  40. 

Commissioners  of  inclosure,  and  assistant  commissioners  under  the 
statute,  have  power  to  summon  by  writing  any  person  within  a  certain 
distance  to  appear  before  them  to  be  examined,  or  by  summons  under 
the  seal  of  the  commissioners  to  appear  before  any  valuer ;  and  in 
each  case  to  produce  documents  ;  and  if  the  party  summoned  refuse 
to  appear,  or  to  produce  documents,  having  had  his  reasonable  ex- 
penses tendered,  he  will  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.*  And  similar 
powers  CO  require  attendance  of  persons  and  production  of  documents 
are  given  to  the  Tithe  Commissioners  by  summons,  under  hand 
only,  by  6  &  7  Will.  IV.  c.  71,  s.  6.*  And  to  the  Poor-Law  Com- 
missioners by  summons  under  hand  and  seal  by  4  &  5  Will.  IV.  c.  76. 

Where  either  party  cannot  safely  proceed  to  trial  on  account  of 
the  absence  of  a  material  witness,  the  proper  course  is  to  move  the 
court  in  term  time,  or  to  apply  to  a  judge  in  vacation,  or  the  judge 
at  the  sittings,  on  a  proper  affidavit,  to  put  off  the  trial,  which  he 
albws  or  not  at  his  discretion.^ 

*Where  a  witness  is  resident  abroad,  or  is  going  abroad,  the 
*-  ^  proper  course  is  to  apply  to  the  court  to  have  him  examined 
out  of  court,  vivd  voce,  or  on  interrogatories.  So,  where  it. is  appre- 
hended that,  from  illness,  a  witness  may  not  be  able  to  attend  the 
trial.^** 

Where  an  instrument  is  in  the  hands  of  a  third  person,  the  produc- 
tion is  compelled  by  means  of  a  writ  of  subpoena  duces  tecumJ^    By 

•  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  118,  88.  9,  164. 

^  See  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  104. 

«  Turner  v.  Merryweather,  7  C.  B  (62  E.  C.  L.  R.)  251.  Bat  this  application 
will  not  be  granted  at  the  instance  of  the  plaintiff,  unless  in  the  case  perhaps  of 
a  trial  by  proviso,  because  he  may  withdraw  his  record ;  but  when,  in  conse- 
quence of  some  ^dden  indisposition  or  accident,  a  witness  is  unable  to  attend, 
but  is  likely  to  be  able  to  do  so  before  the  sittings  are  over,  the  judge  will  usually 
make  an  order  that  the  cause  shall  stand  over :  Ansley  v.  Birck^  3  Camp.  C.  333. 

^^  Infra,  Written  Evidence. — Index,  tit.  Examination  on  Interrogatories. 

^  From  the  entries  cited  in  the  case  of  Amey  v.  Long,  9  East  473,  it  appears 
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this  writ  the  witness  is  compellable  to  produce  all  documents  in  his 
possession,  unless  he  have  a  lawful  or  reasonable  excuse  to  the  con- 
trary.' Of  the  validity  of  the  excuse  the  court,  and  not  the  witness 
is  to  judge.*^  As  every  man,  in  furtherance  of  justice,  is  bound  to 
disclose  all  the  facts  within  his  knowledge  which  do  not  tend  to 
his  crimination,  upon  the  very  same  principle  he  is  *al80 
bound  to  produce  such  documents  as  are  essential  to  the  ^  -^ 
discovery  of  truth  and  the  great  ends  of  justice.  But  as  he  is  pro- 
tected from  answering  questions,  the  answers  to  which  may  subject 
him  to  penal  responsibility,  so  he  is  not  compellable  to  produce  any 
document  in  his  possession,  where  the  production  would  be  attended 
with  similar  consequences.' 

There  is,  however,  in  one  respect,  a  distinction  between  compelling 

that  this  writ  has  in  fact  beon  used  from  the  time  of  Charles  the  Second ;  but 
80  necessary  is  the  power  of  compelling  the  production  of  documents  in  the  pos- 
session of  third  persons,  that  the  means  of  doing  it  must  have  been  coeval  with 
the  courts  of  law. 

The  statutes  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  and  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  43,  do  not  make  any 
provision  for  enforcing  the  production  of  documents,  and  it  has  been  decided 
that  a  summons  of  a  justice  requiring  a  party  possessed  of  documents  to  attend 
as  a  witness  and  produce  them  is  not  equivalent  to  a  subpoena  duces  tecum : 
B.  V.  Inhabitants  of  OHon,  7  Q.  B.  (53  E.  C.  L.  R.)  120.  But  on  an  applica- 
tion before  magistrates  at  petty  sessions,  a  subpoena  ad  testificandum^  and  a 
subpoena  duces  tecum,  may  issue  from  the  Crown  office,  and  disobedience  will  be 
punished  by  Q.  B.  with  attachment:  R.  v.  Greenway,  7  Q.  B.  (53  £.  C.  L.  R.) 
156 ;  R,  Y.  Carey,  Ibid.  131.  The  Court  of  Bankruptcy  may  require  any  person 
summoned  before  them  to  give  information  concerning  the  bankrupt  and  his 
dealings,  to  produce  any  documents  in  his  custody  or  power  which  the  Court 
may  think  necessary :  12  A;  13  Vict.  o.  106,  s.  120.  The  powers  of  the  Insolvent 
Court,  of  the  County  Courts,  and  of  Arbitrators,  Commissioners  of  Inclosure, 
Tithe  and  Poor-Law  Commissioners  to  procure  the  production  of  documents 
have  already  been  mentioned,  ante,  pp.  108,  109. 

'  Amty  V.  Long,  9  East  473. 

*  Avney  v.  Long,  9  East  473 ;  I^dd  v.  Beaumont,  1  Swans.  209. 

'  See  Whittaker  v.  hod,  2  Tant.  115 ;  and  The  King  v.  Nixon,  3  Burr.  1687. 

^A  witness  may  be  compelled,  under  a  subpoena  duces  tecum  to  produce  a 
document  in  his  possession,  unless  he  has  a  lawful  or  reasonable  excuse  for 
withholding  it,  although  the  production  of  it  will  adversely  affect  his  pecuniary 
interest:  BuU  v.  Loveland,  10  Pick.  9.  The  court  and  not  the  witness  is  to 
judge  of  the  reasonableness  of  his  excuse :  Ibid.  Chaplain  v.  Briscoe,  5  S.  &  M. 
198.  A  subpoena  duces  tecum  was  served  on  a  witness,  who  attended  but  did 
not  produce  on  the  trial  the  papers  specified,  nor  show  a  good  reason  why  he 
did  not.  Hdd,  that  he  was  liable  to  the  aggrieved  party  for  all  the  damages 
siutained  in  consequence  of  his  disobedience :  Lane  v.  Cole,  12  Barb.  680.  And 
(y  Toole's  EstaU,  1  Tuck.  39. 
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a  witness  to  answer  a  question  orally,  and  obliging  him  to  produce 
a  written  document.  He  must  answer  questions,  although  the  answer 
may  render  him  civilly  responsible ;  but  he  is  not  compellable  to  pro- 
duce title-deeds,  or  any  other  documents  which  belong  to  him,  where 
the  production  might  prejudice  his  civil  rights.^  And  this  is,  as  it 
seems,  a  rule  of  legal  policy  founded  upon  a  consideration  of  the  great 
inconvenience  and  mischief  to  individuals  which  might  and  would  re- 
sult to  them  from  compelling  them  to  disclose  their  titles,  by  the  pro- 
duction of  their  title-deeds  or  other  private  documents.  But  this  rule 
does  not  extend  beyond  the  evidences  of  title.* 

The  same  principle  applies  where  the  document  is  in  the  hands  of 

«  Doe  dem.  Earl  of  Egremont  v.  DatCj  3  Q.  B.  (43  E.  C.  L.  R.)  609.  This 
case  arose  on  the  trial  of  an  ejectment  by  a  party  claiming  the  reversion  against 
a  lessee.  The  plaintiff  to  prove  seisin  in  G,,  a  late  tenant  for  lifO)  called  his 
executor,  and  required  him  to  produce  a  book  containing  an  entry  forty  years 
old  of  a  receipt  of  rent  for  the  land  in  question  by  (r/s  steward.  It  was 
admitted  that  the  executor,  as  legatee  of  large  personal  property  under  the  will 
of  the  tenant  for  life,  would  be  liable  over  to  the  defendant  if  the  plaintiff 
obtained  a  verdict  under  G,^8  covenant  for  title,  and  that  the  action  was  sub- 
stantially defended  by  the  executor.  But  it  was  held  that  the  executor  was 
bound  to  produce  the  book.  Though  the  person  declining  to  produce  the  docu- 
ment cannot  be  compelled  to  state  the  contents,  yet  he  must  disclose  the  date, 
and  the  names  of  the  parties  in  order  to  identify  it :  Doe  dem,  Loscombe  v.  Clif- 
ford, 2  C.  &  K.  (61  E.  C.  L.  R.)  448. 

'  The  sitbpcma  duces  tecum  is  not  a  process  of  course ;  thus  it  will  not  be 
issued  to  a  public  officer  to  bring  original  papers  into  court,  when  certified 
copies  would  be  evidence :  Delany  v.  Regulators,  1  Yeates  403.  Nor  to  the 
printer  of  a  newspaper  to  produce  certain  of  his  newspapers  in  court :  Shippen 
v.  Wells,  2  Yeates  260.  And  it  seems  that  the  Governor  of  the  State  cannot  be 
oompelled  to  produce  a  communication  sent  to  him  respecting  the  character  of  a 
public  officer :  Grat/  v.  Pentland,  2  S.  <Sb  R.  23.  So  a  cashier  of  a  bank  is  not 
bound  to  produce  the  books  of  the  bank  on  this  writ,  in  a  case  where  the  bank 
is  a  party:  Utica  Bank  v.  Hilliard,  5  Cow.  153,  419.  Semble,  a  witness  cannot 
thus  be  compelled  to  produce  a  paper  which  would  criminate  himself:  U,  S,  v. 
Reyhum,  6  Pet.  367.  A  witness  may  however  be  compelled,  under  a  subpoena 
duces  tecum,  to  produce  a  document  in  his  possession,  unless  he  has  a  lawful  or 
reasonable  excuse  for  withholding  it,  although  the  production  of  it  will  ad- 
versely affect  his  pecuniary  interest ;  of  the  lawfulness  or  reasonableness  of  such 
excuse,  the  court  and  not  the  witness  is  to  judge :  Bull  v.  Loveland,  10  Pick.  9. 

A  security  in  a  sheriff's  bond  was  compelled  to  produce  the  books  of  his 
principal  (who  had  died  insolvent)  on  a  subpoena  duces  tecum,  notwithstanding 
he  was  apprehensive  of  danger  to  himself  from  the  production  in  the  way  of  suits 
upon  the  bond  :  Hawkins  v.  Sumpier,  4  Dess.  446.  But  this  subpoena  cannot  be 
issued  to  the  attorney  of  the  party  whose  cause  is  on  trial  and  received  the 
papers  confidentially  in  that  character :  Durkee  v.  Leland,  4  Vt.  612.  G. 
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an  attorney:  he  will  not  be  compelled  to  *produce  it  to  be 
read  where  the  disclosure  would  be  prejudicial  to  his  client/  L  '^•* 
and  when  he  is  protected  from  producing  it,  he  cannot  be  forced  to 
divulge  its  contents.^  But  the  latter  privilege  is  confined  to  an 
attorney  or  his  representative,  and,  therefore,  although  an  agent, 
not  being  an  attorney,  or  his  clerk,  may  not  be  compellable  to  pro- 
duce the  deeds  of  his  principal,  (a  party  in  the  cause,)  yet  he  is 
liable,  on  declining  to  produce  them,  to  be  examined  as  to  their 
contents.^  * 

Where  these  objections  do  not  apply,  it  seems  thskt  the  writings  in 
a  man's  possession  are  as  much  liable  to  the  calls  of  justice  as  the 
faculties  of  speech  and  memory  are.  There  can  be  no  difference  in 
principle  between  obliging  a  man  to  state  his  knowledge  of  a  fact,  and 
compelling  him  to  produce  a  written  entry  in  his  possession  which 
proves  the  same  fact.  Not  only  a  man's  estate,  but  even  his  liberty 
or  life  may  depend  upon  written  evidence,  which  is  the  exclusive  pro- 
perty of  a  stranger.  If  the  Court  think,  that  upon  principles  of  jus-, 
tice  and  equity,  the  production  ought  not  to  be  enforced,  secondary 
evidence  may  be  given. 

It  is  in  all  cases  the  duty  of  the  witness  to  bring  the  document 
with  him,  according  to  the  exigency  of  the  writ  ;^  and  it  is  a  ques- 
tion of  law  for  the  court,  whether,  upon  principles  of  justice  and 
equity,  the  production  of  the  instrument  ought  to  be  enforced." 
Disobedience  of  the  writ  by  the  witness  will  not  warrant  the  recep- 
tion of  *parol  evidence ;  but  where  the  witness  in  fraud  ^  p  ^  ^  qt 
the  Buhpcma^  had  transferred   the   document  to  the  adverse   '-         -■ 

'  Copdand  v.  Watts^  1  Stark.  0.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  95.  See  further  on  this  sub- 
ject, Vol.  II.,  tit.  Confidential  Communication  j  R,  v.  Woodley,  1  M.  &  Rob. 
390;  R,  T.  BoddingUm,  8  D.  &  R.  (16  E.  C.  L.  R.)  726. 

*  Davies  v.  Waters,  9  M.  &  W.  608  ;  Hihhard  v.  Knight,  2  Exch.  11 ;  Newton 
V.  Chaplin,  19  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  C.  P.  374 

*  Earl  of  Falmouth  v.  Mobs,  11  Pri.  456. 

»  Amey  v.  Long,  9  East  473  ;  Corsen  v.  Dubois,  I  Holt's  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  239 ; 
Fidd  V.  Beaumont,  1  Swanst.  209;  Reed  v.  James,  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
132. 

■  Copdand  v.  Waits,  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  95 ;  Corsen  v.  Dubois,  1 
Holt  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  239 ;  Reed  v.  James,  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  132. 

*  Jackson  v.  Bustis,  14  Johns.  391 ;  Lynde  v.  Judd,  3  Day  499 ;  Durkee  v. 
Ldand,  4  Yt.  612.  He  may  prove  the  existence  of  such  papers  and  that  they 
are  in  bis  possession,  so  as  to  enable  the  party  to  give  secondary  evidence  of 
their  contents :  Bhoads  v.  Sdin,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  718 ;  Brandt  v.  Klein^  17  Johns. 
335 ;  Jackson  v.  McVey,  18  Johns.  330.  See  McPherson  v.  Rathbone,  7  Wend. 
216. 
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party  in  the  cause,  it  was  held  that  parol  evidence  was  admissible.* 
Of  course  it  is  not  admissible  when  the  subpcena  was  served  too  late.^ 

Where  the  instrument  is  in  the  hands  of  the  adverse  party  timely 
notice  should  be  given  to  produce  it.^ 

As  a  witness  is  bound  to  attend  in  court  in  obedience  to  the  writ, 
so  is  he  under  an  obligation  to  be  sworn  and  give  evidence  on  his 
appearance.  And  if  a  witness  for  the  Grown  refuse  to  be  sworn,  he 
is  guilty  of  a  contempt  of  court,  and  may  be  fined,  and  committed 
till  he  has  paid  the  fine.**  A  person  who  happens  to  be  in  court, 
may,  in  a  criminal  case,  be  compelled  to  give  evidence,  although  he 
has  not  been  bound  by  recognizance,  or  served  with  a  mbposna  as  a 
witness.'  , 

The  law  protects  a  witness,  as  well  as  a  party  to  the  suit,  from 
arrest,  eundo  morando  et  redeundo.'^  And  it  is  not  essential  to  his 
protection  that  the  witness  should  have  been  subpoenaed,  if  he  has 
consented  to  attend.^  The  courts  usually  allow  ample  time  for  this 
purpose."*  The  same  indulgence  has  been  extended  to  a  witness  at- 
r*1141  ^^^^i'^g  ^"  arbitrator  under  an  order  of  Nisi  Prius  ;*  and  *to 
a  petitioning  creditor,"''  a  bankrupt,  or  witness  attending  a 

"  Leeds  v.  Cook  et  ux.,  4  Esp.  C.  256. 

•  Hibberd  v.  Knight,  2  Ex.  11. 

P  Doe  d,  Wartney  v.  Gray,  I  Stark  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  283. 

4  Lord  Preston^ s  ease,  Salk.  278.  Lord  Preston  was  committed  by  the  Court 
of  Quarter  Sessions  for  refusing  to  be  sworn  before  the  grand  jury  on  an  indict- 
ment for  high  treason.  But  a  witness  may  refuse  to  be  sworn  in  a  civil  case  if 
his  expenses  have  not  been  paid. 

'R,  V.  Sadler,  4  C.  &  P.  (19  E.  C.  L.  R.)  118. 

■  Meekins  v.  Smith,  1  H.  B.  636 ;  Lightfoot  v.  Camer<m,  2  Bl.  1113 ;  Randall 
V.  Gumey,  3  B.  &  A.  (23  E.  C.  L.  R.)  252. 

*  Spence  v.  Stuart,  3  East  89 ;  Kinder  v.  Williams,  4  T.  R.  377 ;  Arding  v. 
I^wer,  8  T.  R.  534 ;  Ex  parte  Byne,  1  Ves.  k  B.  316 ;  Meekins  v.  Smith,  1  H. 
B.  636. 

"  13  East  16  n.  (a) ;  Willingham  v.  Matthews,  6  Taunt.  (1  E.  C.  L.  R.)  356 
Lightfoot  \,  Cameron,  cited  in  2  Bl.  1113;  Hatch  v.  Blisset,  Gilb,  Cbs,  308 
cited  in  Holliday  v.  Pitt,  2  Str.  986 ;  Strong  v.  Dicketison,  1  M.  &  W.  488 
Randall  v.  Gumey,  3  B.  &  Aid.  (5  E.  C.  L.  R.)  252. 

'  Spence  v.  Stuart,  3  East  89 ;  Moore  v.  Booth,  3  Yes.  350 ;  Randall  v,  Gumey ^ 
3  B.  &  Aid.  (5  E.  C.  L.  R.)  252;  RUhton  v.  NUbett,  1  M.  <fc  Rob.  347  ;  Webb  v. 
Taylor,  1  Dow.  &  L.  676. 

Sdby  V.  HilU,  1  Dowl.  P.  C.  257. 


va 


^  If  a  witness  privileged  from  arrest  be  neyertheless  arrestedi  and  do  not 
insist  on  his  privilege,  but  give  a  bond  for  the  prison-bounds,  such  bond  is 
neither  void  nor  voidable — the  privilege  is  waived :  Tipton  v.  Harris,  Peck« 
414.  G. 
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meeting  of  commissioners  ;^  a  witness  attending  the  execution  of  a 
writ  of  inquiry,^  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court,*  and  a  Court  Martial 
under  the  Mutiny  Act.* 

But  a  witness  is  not  protected  from  being  taken  by  his  bail/  for 
this  is  not  an  arrest,'  but  a  retaking ;  and  he  may  also  be  arrested  on 
criminal  process. 

II.  Objections  in  exclusion  of  the  testimony  of  witnesses. 

It  has  already  been  seen  that  a  witnesss  may  be  incompetent, 
because  he  is  incapable  of  religious  obligation  from  youth,  mental  in- 
firmity,* ignorance,  or  unbelief. 

^  Spence  v.  Stuart,  3  East  89 ;  Arding  v.  Flower,  8  T.  R.  534 ;  Kinder  v.  Wil- 
liams, 4  T.  R.  377 ;  Ex  parte  Byne,  1  Ves.  &  B.  316. 
^  Walters  v.  Rees,  4  Moore  (16  E.  C.  L.  R.)  34. 
*  Willingham  v.  Matthews,  6  Taunt.  (1  E.  C.  L.  R.)  356. 
y  Ex  parte  Lyne,  3  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  132. 
«  Per  Richards,  C.  B.,  H(ym  v.  Swinford,  1  D.  &  R.  (16  E.  C.  L.  R.)  20. 
^  One  who  is  horn  deaf  and  damh  may,  if  he  have  sufficient  understanding,  give 

^  And  to  a  witness  attending  hefore  a  magistrate  to  give  his  depositions  under 
a  rule  of  court :  U,  S,  v.  Edm^,  9  S.  &  R.  147.  I. 

The  privilege  of  a  witness  does  not  extend  throughout  the  term  at  which  the 
case  is  marked  for  trial ;  nor  is  he  protected  while  engaged  in  transacting  his 
private  business,  after  he  is  discharged  from  the  obligation  of  his  subpoena : 
Smythe  v.  Banks,  4  Dall.  329.  But  he  is  protected  while  at  his  lodgings,  as 
well  as  while  going  to  or  returning  from  court:  Hursfs  ccue,  4  Dall.  487.  And 
a  witness  from  another  State  is  entitled  to  the  same  privilege  as  a  citizen  of  the 
State  where  the  court  sits  :  Norris  v.  Beach,  2  Johns.  294 ;  Sandford  v.  Chase^ 
3  Cow.  381.  It  was  held  by  Washington,  J.,  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  third  circuit  in  New  Jersey,  that  the  privilege  of  a  witness  extends 
only  to  an  exemption  from  arrest,  and  does  not  render  illegal  the  service  of  a 
summons  upon  him,  unless  he  be  in  the  immediate  presence  of  the  court: 
BlighVs  Ex,  v.  Fisher  et  al.,  1  Pet.  41.  The  contrary,  however,  has  been  held 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Jersey :  Balsey  v.  Sterrard,  1  South.  366.  The 
protection  which  the  law  gives  to  a  witness  is  a  personal  privilege,  of  which  he 
may  avail  himself  to  prevent  or  defeat  an  arrest ;  but  if  he  waive  the  privilege 
and  willingly  submit  to  custody,  he  cannot  afterwards  object  to  the  imprison- 
ment as  unlawful:  Brown  y,  Gitchell,  11  Mass.  11.  A  writ  of  protection  is 
often  sued  out  for  a  witness ;  but  it  is  of  no  use  except  to  give  notice  to  the 
officer — being  no  protection  to  one  who  is  not  legally  entitled  to  it :  ^x  parte 
McNeil,  6  Mass.  264.  The  common  remedy  when  a  witness  or  party  is  arrested, 
while  bond  fide  9XXi^Tid\ng  to  a  cause  which  requires  his  attendance,  is  by  motion 
to  the  court  to  be  discharged  from  custody.  But  in  New  York,  he  will  not  be 
discharged  without  notice  to  the  plaintiff.  A  rule  to  show  cause,  however,  will 
be  granted  and  proceedings  stayed  in  the  mean  time :  Grover  v.  Green,  1  Caines 
115.  M. 
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The  objection  arising  from  the  ignorance  or  unbelief  of  the  wit- 
ness, ought,  in  its  natural  course,  to  be  taken  before  the  witness  is 
sworn,  because  it  assumes  that  he  is  incapable  of  being  bound  by  an 
oath.  \  Indeed  any  objection  to  competency  ought  to  be  taken  in  the 
first  instance,  and  before  the  witness  has  been  examined  in  chief ;  for 
otherwise  it  would  afford  an  unfair  advantage  to  the  other  party,  who 
would  avail  himself  of  the  testimony  of  the  witness,  if  it  were  favora- 
ble,  but  would  *get  rid  of  it  by  raising  the  objection,  if  it 
L  J  turned  out  to  be  adverse.  And  therefore,  where,  upon  a  trial 
for  high  treason,  it  appeared,  after  a  witness  had  been  examined  with- 
out objection  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner,  that  he  had  been  misde- 
scribed  in  the  list  of  witnesses,  which  is  required  by  the  statute  to  be 
given  to  the  prisoner  previous  to  his  trial,  the  court  would  not  permit 
the  evidence  of  that  witness  to  be  struck  out.^  And  so  when  the  in- 
competency of  a  witness  appeared  on  the  face  of  his  answers  to  inter- 
rogatories, it  was  held  that  the  objection  was  waived  by  putting  cross 
interrogatories,  and  could  not  be  insisted  on  at  the  trial.*  It  has, 
however,  been  held,  that  if  it  be  discovered  at  any  stage  of  the  trial 
that  a  witness  is  so  interested  as  to  be  incompetent,  his  evidence  may 
be  struck  out  f  but  this,  it  seems,  is  to  be  understood  of  those  cases 
only  where  the  objection  could  not  have  been  taken  in  the  first  in- 
stance.*^    The  practice  formerly  was  when  an  objection  was  made  to 

evidence  by  means  of  an  interpreter :  R.  v.  Rustan^  1  Leach  C.  C.  408 ;  or  by 
writing  if  able :  MorrisoriY.  Lennardj  3  C.  &  P.  (14  E.  C.  L.  R.)  127.  Lunatics 
are  competent  during  lucid  intervals.  Com.  Dig.,  tit.  Testmoigne,  A.  1.  And  a 
person  suspected  to  be  insane  may  be  examined  on  the  voire  dire  to  show  his 
state  of  mind  :  see  Att-Gen,  v.  Hitchcock,  1  Ex.  95. 

^R,  V.  Watson,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  158. 

«  Ogle  V.  Paleski,  Holt  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  485. 

*  Turner  v,  Pearte,  1  T.  R.  720 ;  Howell  v.  Lock,  2  Camp.  14 ;  Perigal  v. 
Nicholson,  I  Weightw.  64;  Beeching  y,  Gower,  Holt's  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  313; 
StoncY.  Blackburn,  1  Esp.  C.  37;  Morish  v.  Foote,  2  Moore  (4  E.  C.L.  R.)  508 ; 
8  Taunt.  (4  E.  C.  L.  R.)  454 ;  Jacobs  v.  Laybourn,  11  M.  &  W.  685. 

•  Morish  v.  Foote,  2  Moore  (4  E.  C.  L.  R.)  508 ;  8  Taunt.  (4  E.  C.  L.  R.)  454; 
Felingham  v.  Sparrow,  9  Dowl.  P.  C.  141 ;  but  see  Jacobs  v.  Laybourn,  contra. 


^  A  witness  incompetent  by  reason  of  interest  must  be  objected  to  before  he 
is  sworn,  if  such  interest  is  known  then  to  the  objector :  Ponelson  v.  Taylor,  8 
Pick.  390 ;  Stuart  v.  Lake,  33  Me.  87.  If  in  the  course  of  a  witness'  examina- 
tion, however,  he  appears  from  his  own  answers  to  be  incompetent,  the  party 
against  whom  the  evidence  is  given  should  move  to  strike  out  the  testimony : 
Sims  V.  Givan,  2  Blackf.  461 ;  Heely  v.  Barnes,  4  Denio  73 ;  Scott  v.  Jester,  8 
Engl.  437  ;  Morton  v.  Beall,  2  Har.  &  Gill  136  ;  Lester  v.  McDowell,  6  Har.  91. 
In  chancery  when  a  party  has  cross-examined  the  witness,  and  no  exception  to 
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the  competency  of  a  witness,  to  make  it  before  he  was  sworn  in  chief, 
and  to  swear  and  examine  him,  where  his  incompetency  was  sup- 
posed to  arise  from  interest,  on  the  voire  dire ;  and  after  a  witness 
bad  been  examined  in  chief,  the  objection  could  no  longer  be  taken/ 
But  the  same  strictness  is  not  observed  in  modern  practice :  at  least 
with  respect  to  objections  to  witnesses  on  the  ground  of  interest.* 

Before  a  witness  takes  the  oath,  he  may  be  asked  whether 
*he  believes  in  the  existence  of  a  God,  in  the  obligation  of 
an  oath,  and  in  a  future  state  of  rewards  and  punishments ;  ^  -' 
and  if  he  does,  he  may  be  admitted  to  give  evidence.^  And  it  seems 
that  he  ought  to  be  admitted  if  he  believes  in  the  existence  of  a 
God  who  will  reward  or  punish  him  in  this  world,  although  he  does 
not  believe  in  a  future  state. ^  ^  But  it  is  not  suflScient  that  he  believes 
himself  bound  to  speak  the  truth,  merely  for  a  regard  to  character, 
or  the  interests  of  society,  or  fear  of  punishment  by  the  temporal 
law.^ 

The  most  correct  and  proper  time  for  asking  a  witness  whether 
the  form  in  which  the  oath  is  about  to  be  administered  to  him  is  one 
that  will  be  binding  on  his  conscience,  is  before  that  oath  is  adminis- 

*Lord  Lovafs  ca^Cy  10  IIow.  St.  Tr.  506. 

«  Turner  v.  Fearte,  1  T.  R.  720;  Jacobs  v.  Layhourny  11  M.  &  W.  685;  Yardley 
T.  Arnold^  10  M.  &  W.  141 ;  and  see  further  on  this  topic,  post, 

^  R,  V.  Taylor y  Peake's  N.  P.  R.  11.  A  negro  called  as  a  witness  stated, 
before  he  was  sworn,  that  he  was  a  Christian,  and  had  been  baptized ;  and  it 
was  held  that  he  ought  to  be  sworn,  and  asked  no  further  questions  before  he 
took  the  oath :  R,  v.  Serva,  2  C.  &  K.  (61  £.  C.  L.  R.)  53. 

^  See  the  judgment  of  Willes,  C.  J.,  in  Omichund  v.  Barker,  Willes  550 ;  1 
Atk.  21 ;  1  Wils.  84. 

'  R.  T.  Rusion,  Leach  G.  C.  L.  455. 

his  testimony  is  made  until  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  the  objection  will  be  con- 
sidered as  waived:  Barrow  y,  Rhinelander,  1  Johns.  Ch.  550;  Town  y,  Needhamy 
3  Paige  Ch.  546. 

'  The  weight  of  authority  in  the  United  States  is  yerj  decidedly  with  the  text 
on  this  point.  If,  however,  any  sanction  be  required  beyond  the  temporal 
penalties  affixed  to  the  crime  of  perjury — very  inadequate  if  we  consider  that 
the  oath  of  the  witness  can  only  be  met  in  a  criminal  proceeding  by  the  oaths 
of  two  witnesses,  or  what  is  equivalent  thereto — those  which  may  be  observed 
to  follow  such  crimes  in  this  world  will  hardly  be  sufficient  to  overbear  any 
strong  temptation  to  commit  them.  That  the  belief  must  be  in  a  future  state 
are  the  cases  of  Atwood  y.  Welton,  7  Conn.  66 ;  Comm.  y.  Bachelor,  4  Am. 
Jurist  81.  Contra,  Hunscom  v.  Hunscom,  15  Mass.  184;  Farnandis  v.  Hender- 
son, S.  Car.  L.  J.  202 ;  Noble  y.  People,  Breese  29 ;  Blocker  v.  Burness,  2  Ala. 
354;  Brock  y.  Milligan,  10  Ohio  121 ;  U,  S.  y.  Kennedy,  3  McLean  175;  Blair  y. 
Seaver,  2  Cas.  274;  Bennett  y.  State,  1  Swan.  411.    See  ante,  p.  29,  note  1. 
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tered.  But  although  a  witness  shall  have  taken  the  oath  in  the  usual 
form  without  making  any  objection,  he  may,  nevertheless,  be  after- 
wards asked  whether  he  considers  the  oath  he  has  taken  to  be  binding 
on  his  conscience.  But  if  the  witness  answer  in  the  a£Srmative,  that 
he  does  consider  the  oath  which  he  has  taken  to  be  binding  upon  his 
conscience,  he  cannot  then  be  further  asked  whether  there  be  any 
any  other  mode  of  swearing  that  would  be  more  binding  upon  his 
conscience  than  that  which  has  been  used.°^ 

r*1171  *''°  criminal  cases,  where  a  person  of  tender  years  is  a  ma- 
terial witness,  it  is  usual  for  the  court  to  examine  the  witness 
as  to  his  competency  to  take  an  oath  before  he  goes  before  the  grand 
jury.  And  if  such  a  witness  be  found  incompetent  for  want  of  proper 
instruction,  the  court  will  in  its  discretion,  put  off  the  trial,  in  order 
that  the  party  may  in  the  mean  time  receive  such  instruction  as  will 
qualify  him  to  take  an  oath.  Neither  the  testimony  of  the  child  with- 
out oath,  nor  evidence  of  any  statement  which  he  has  made  to  any 
other  person,  is  admissible.^^ 

»  The  Queen's  case,  2  B.  &  B.  (6  E.  C.  L.  R.)  284.  According  to  the  opinion 
of  the  judges,  as  delivered  by  Abbott,  C.  J.,  in  answer  to  questions  proposed  by 
the  Lords :  Abbott,  C.  J.,  after  delivering  this  opinion,  added,  **  Speaking  for 
myself  (not  meaning  thereby  to  pledge  the  other  judges,  though  I  believe  their 
sentiments  concur  with  my  own],  I  conceive,  that  if  a  witness  says  he  considers 
the  oath  as  binding  upon  his  conscience,  he  does  in  effect  affirm,  that  in  taking 
that^oath  he  has  called  God  to  witness  that  what  he  shall  say  will  be  the  truth, 
and  that  he  has  imprecated  the  Divine  vengeance  upon  his  head  if  what  he  shall 
afterwards  say  is  false ;  and  having  done  that,  it  is  perfectly  unnecessary  and 
irrelevant  to  ask  any  further  questions/^  And  see  Sells  v.  Hoare,  7  Moore  (17 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  36 ;  3  B.  &  B.  (7  E.  C.  L.  R.)  232. 

"^  Brazier's  case,  Leach,  C.  C.  L.  237 ;  R.  v.  Tucker,  1  Phill.  on  Ev.,  9th  ed.  6 ; 
jB.  v.  Nicholas,  2  C.  &  K.  (61  E.  C.  L.  R.)  46 ;  per  Pollock,  C.  B. :  "Where  the 
infirmity  arises  from  no  neglect,  but  from  the  child  being  too  young  to  have 
been  taught,  I  doubt  whether  the  loss  in  point  of  memory  would  not  more  than 
countervail  the  gain  in  point  of  religious  education.  Still  I  can  easily  conceive 
that  there  may  be  cases  where  the  intellect  of  the  child  is  much  more  ripened, 
as  in  cases  of  children  of  nine,  ten,  or  twelve  years  old,  when  their  education 
has  been  so  utterly  neglected  that  they  are  wholly  ignorant  on  religious  subjects. 
In  these  cases  a  postponement  may  be  very  proper."  In  this  case  the  child  was 
six  years  old,  and  postponement  was  refused.  And  where  before  the  happening 
of  the  facts  to  be  proved  by  the  child,  there  had  been  an  absence  of  all  religious 
education,  and  the  child  had  only  been  instructed  with  a  view  to  being  ex- 
amined, but  at  the  trial  showed  no  real  understanding  on  the  subject  of  religion 
or  a  future  state,  the  judge  refused  to  allow  him  to  be  examined :  E,  v.  Williams, 
7  Car.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  320 ;  R,  v.  Pitre,  3  Car.  &  P.  (14  E.  C.  L.  R.)  598. 

^  A  deaf  and  dumb  person  capable  of  relating. facts  correctly  by  signs,  may 
give  evidence  by  signs  through  the  medium  of  an  interpreter,  though  it  appear 
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It  has  already  been  observed  that,  until  recently,  if  a  person  had 
been  convicted  of  an  offence  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  common 
principles  of  honesty  and  humanity,  the  law  considered  his  oath  to 
be  of  no  weight,  and  excluded  his  testimony  as  of  too  doubtful  and 
suspicious  a  nature  to  be  admitted  in  a  court  of  justice,  to  affect  the 
property  or  liberty  of  others.  It  has,  however,  been  thought  by  the 
legislature  that  the  inquiry  after  truth  in  courts  of  justice  was  often 
obstructed  by  these  incapacities,  and  that  it  is  *de8irable 
that  full  information  as  to  the  facts  in  issue  should  be  laid  ^  ^ 
before  the  persons  who  are  appointed  to  decide  upon  them  ;  and  that 
they  should  exercise  their  judgment  on  the  credit  of  the  witnesses 
adduced  on  the  truth  of  their  testimony.^  It  has,  therefore,  been  en- 
acted'^ that  ^^  no  person  offered  as  a  witness  shall  hereafter  be  ex- 
cluded, by  reason  of  incapacity  from  crime,  from  giving  evidence 
either  in  person  or  by  deposition,  but  that  every  person  so  offered 
may  and  shall  be  admitted  to  give  evidence  on  oath,  or  solemn  afSrm- 
ation  in  those  cases  wherein  affirmation  is  by  law  receivable,  notwith- 
standing that  such .  person  offered  as  a  witness  may  have  been 
previously  convicted  of  any  crime  or  offence.'*  The  law  upon  the 
subject  of  the  objection  to  competency  on  the  ground  of  infamy  has 
thus  been  rendered  obsolete,  and,  save  as  a  matter  of  historical  in- 
formation, useless.^ 

•  See  recital  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  85. 
p  6  A  7  Vict.  c.  85. 

that  such  person  can  read  and  write,  and  communicate  ideas  imperfectly  by 
wridng:  State  v.  De  Wolf,  8  Conn.  93. — G.  See  Snyder  v.  Native^  5  Blackf. 
295.  Whether  a  witness  is  intoxicated  at  the  time  of  giving  testimony  and 
therefore  incompetent  is  a  matter  within  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court: 
Gould  y.  Cratpfordf  2  Barr  89.  As  to  the  competency  of  witnesses,  see  Anon., 
2  Penn.  930 ;  Van  Pelt  v.  Van  Pelt,  Ibid.  657 ;  Den  v,  Vanclevej  2  South.  589 ; 
State  V.  LeblanCy  Const.  Rep.  (S.  C.)  354 ;  Comm'th  y.  Hutchinson,  10  Mass.  225. 
I  It  is  the  crime  and  not  the  punishment  which  creates  the  infamy  and  de- 
stroys the  competency  of  the  witness :  People  v.  Whipple,  9  Cow.  707.  A  con- 
Tiction  without  an  attainder  is  not  enough:  Shinner  v.  Perot,  1  Ashm.  57.  See 
also  Cushman  v.  Loker,  2  Mass.  R.  108.  But  conviction  of  an  infamous  crime 
in  a  foreign  country,  or  in  any  other  of  the  United  States,  does  not  render  the 
subject  of  such  conviction  an  incompetent  witness  in  the  courts  of  Massachu- 
setts: CommHh  v.  Green,  17  Mass.  R.  515.  Nor  in  Maryland:  Cole  v.  Cole,  1 
Har.  k  Johns.  572 ;  Clark  v.  Hall,  2  liar.  &  McHen.  378 ;  State  v.  Ridgely,  lb. 
120.  Nor  in  North  Carolina :  Staie  v.  Chandler,  3  Hawks.  393.  But  the  record 
is  admissible  in  Massachusetts  to  affect  his  credit:  Comm'th  v.  Knapp,  9  Pick. 
497.  Parol  evidence  of  the  conviction  is  inadmissible  in  New  York  to  establish 
the  incompetency,  although  it  be  proved  that  the  clerk's  office  of  the  county  had 
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The  general  principle  which  operated  to  the  exclusion  of  an 
interested  witness  has  already  been  noticed.  In  order  to  obtain  a 
correct  understanding  of  the  present  law  upon  this  subject,  it  is 
necessary  to  advert  to  the  old  rule,  and  to  trace  its  gradual  restric- 
tion, until  it  has  been  reduced  to  the  few  exceptions  contained  in  the 
recent  statute. 

The  old  rule  upon  this  subject  was,  that  the  interest  must  be  some^ 

*»  See  Bent  v.  Bakes,  3  T.  R.  27  ;  2  Smith  L.  C.  39  ;  R.  v.  Whiting,  1  Salk. 
283 ;  R.  V.  Boston,  4  East  572;  R.  T.  Hardw.  572;  Humphreys  v.  Miller,  4  Car. 
&  P.  (19  E.  C.  L.  R.)  7  ;  i?.  v.  Walker,  1  Ford.  MSS.  145 ;  Parker  v.  Whitby,  1 
Turn,  k  R.  362 ;  Giles  v.  Smith,  1  Moo.  &  R.  443  ;  Wishaw  y.  Barnes,  I  Camp. 
341 ;  Smith  v.  Harris,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  47 ;  De  Rone  v.  Fairlie,  1  Moo. 
&  R.  457  ;  Doe  v.  Clarke,  3  Ring.  N.  S.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  429  ;  R.  v.  Cole,  I  Esp. 
C.  169;  Powell  V.  Gordon,  2  Esp.  C.  735  ;  Forrester  v.  Pigou,  1  M.  &  S.  (28  L.  C. 
L.  R.)  9 ;  Fotheringham  v.  Greenwood,  1  Str.  129;  Salk.  283 ;  Lord  Raym.  724  ; 
Champion  v.  Atkinson,  3  Keb.  90  ;  Company  of  Gold  and  Silver  Wiredrawers  v. 
Hammond,  Ford's  MSS. :  R.  v.  Bray,  R.  T.  Hardw.  360 ;  IT.  R.  300  ;  3  T.  R. 
32 ;  Co.  Litt.  6  ;  I  Keb.  836  ;  Bent  v.  Baker,  2  T.  R.  27 ;  Smith  v.  Prayer,  7  T.  R. 
60 ;  Abrahams  v.  Bunn,  4  Burr.  2251 ;  and  see  Masters  v.  Drayton,  2  T.  R.  49^  ; 
Carter  v.  Pearce,  1  T.  R.  163 ;  R,  v.  Boston,  4  East  572;  Keedham  v.  Law,  12 
M.  &  W.  560. 

been  burnt  down  and  the  record  probably  destroyed ;  for  there  is  higher  evi- 
dence of  the  fact  capable  of  being  produced,  that  is,  the  transcript  delivered 
into  the  Court  of  Exchequer  by  the  District  Attorney,  which  must  be  presumed 
to  have  been  delivered  according  to  his  duty :  Hilts  v.  Colvin,  14  Johns.  R.  182. 
So  it  is  in  general  inadmissible  in  Massachusetts  :  Comm.  v.  Green,  17  Mass.  R. 
515.  Even  the  admission  of  a  witness  will  not  suffice  to  prove  the  alleged  in- 
famy, without  the  record  of  the  judgment  as  well  as  the  conviction  :  People  v. 
Whipple,  9  Cow.  707.  But  parol  evidence  to  this  point  is  held  to  be  admissible 
in  Louisiana :  Castellano  v.  Peillon,  2  Martin,  N.  S.  466.  And  Maryland :  Cole 
V.  Cole;  Clarke  v.  Hall;  State  v.  Ridgdy,  supra,  G. 

In  New  Hampshire  a  conviction  of  a  crime  in  another  State  is  not  admissible 
in  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  the  credit  of  a  witness.  But  a  con- 
viction in  another  State  of  a  crime  which,  by  the  laws  of  such  State,  disqualifies 
the  party  from  being  heard  as  a  witness,  and  which,  if  committed  in  New 
Hampshire,  would  have  operated  as  a  disqualification  is  sufficient  to  exclude 
him  from  testifying  there,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it  had  been  committed  and 
the  conviction  had  taken  place  in  their  jurisdiction :  Chase  v.  Blodgett,  10  N. 
H.  22.     See  Vhl  v.  Comm,,  6  Grattan  706 ;  Campbell  v.  State,  23  Ala.  44. 

As  to  what  crimes  are  infamous  see  State  v.  Keyes,  8  Vt.  57  ;  Roller  v.  Firth, 
2  Penn.  723  ;  Comm.  v.  Rogers,  7  Mete.  500 ;  Comm,  v.  Keith,  8  Mete.  531 ;  Car- 
penter V.  Nixon,  5  Hill  260 ;  Free  v.  State,  1  McMuH.  494;  Deer  v.  State,  14  Mo. 
348 ;  Comm,  v.  Dane,  8  Cush.  384 ;  Houghtaling  v.  Kelderhouse,  1  Parker,  C.  R. 
241 ;  Poage  v.  State,  3  Ohio  (N.  S.)  229  ;  Lyford  v.  Farran^  11  Fos.  314;  State 
V.  Randolph,  24  Conn.  363.     See  ante,  p.  22,  note  1. 
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legal,  certain,  and  immediate  interest,  *however  minute,  in 

the  result  of  the  cause,  or  in  the  record  as  an  instrument  of  '■        -* 

evidence,  acquired  without  fraud.^ 

Where  actual  gain  or  loss  would  result,  simply  and  immediately 
from  the  verdict  and  judgment,  the  witness  was  deemed  incompetent 
by  reason  of  his  interest ;  as,  where  he  was  a  party,  though  but  a 
nominal  party,  to  the  suit;'  or  was  a  party  in  beneficial  interest;'  or 
quasi  a  party,  from  having  entered  into  a  rule  of  court  or  contract 
that  another  cause,  to  which  he  was  a  party,  should  abide  the  same 
result  with  that  in  which  he  proposed  to  give  evidence  ;^  and,  indeed, 
wherever  the  direct  effect  of  the  executed  judgment,  as  contradis- 
tinguished from  its  efficacy  in  establishing  or  evidencing  any  other 
right  or  claim,  or  for  any  other  collateral  purpose,  would  be 
to  produce  *some  benefit,  or  work  some  prejudice  to  the  pro-  ^  J 
posed  witness."" 

^  As  in  the  case  of  guardian  of  a  minor,  or  governor  of  the  poor,  who  is  in  the 
first  instance  liable  to  costs :  B.  v.  St.  Mary  Magdalen^  3  East  5.  Trustees 
empowered  as  a  public  body  to  sue  and  to  be  sued  in  the  name  of  their  treasurer, 
but  to  be  deemed  the  plaintiffs,  were  not,  it  seems,  competent  witnesses  for  the 
plaintiff  in  an  action  so  brought:  Whitmore  v.  Wilks,  M.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
214 ;  and  3  C.  &  P.  (14  E.  C.  L,  R.)  364. 

*  It  will  be  presumed  that  the  action  is  brought  by  the  direction  of  the  party 
beneficially  interested.  In  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  brought  in  the 
names  of  the  brokers,  it  appeared  that  A^  one  of  the  parties  for  whose  benefit 
the  policy  was  effected,  had  before  the  action  released  to  the  plaintiffs  all  actions 
which  he  might  have  under  the  policy,  and  also  that  since  the  action  two  persons 
to  whom  the  whole  interest  on  the  policy  had  been  assigned,  had,  under  an 
order  of  the  Court  of  0.  P.,  indemnified  the  plaintiff  against  all  costs,  and  A  was 
tendered  and  examined  as  a  witness  for  the  plaintiffs  on  the  trial :  held,  on  error, 
that  as  the  action  had  been  brought  in  the  name  of  the  brokers  for  A.^s  benefit, 
it  must,  until  the  contrary  be  shown,  be  presumed  it  was  brought  by  him  and  by 
his  authority,  and  if  so,  he  became  and  remained  still  liable  to  the  attorney 
employed  to  bring  it,  nothing  having  been  done  to  deprive  the  attorney  of  his 
rights  to  recover  costs  from  him  ;  he  was  therefore  improperly  admitted  to  give 
evidence,  and  a  venire  de  novo  was  awarded :  Bdl  v.  Smithy  5  B.  &  C.  (11  £.  C. 
L.  R.)  188. 

*  Forreeter  v.  Pigou,  1  M.  &  S.  9. 

■  MarUys  v.  Drayton^  2  T.  R.  496 ;  TardUy  v.  Arnold^  10  M.  &  W.  141 ; 
Eigby  t.  Waltheu),  5  DowL  527. 

'  But  a  person  interested  in  the  event  is  competent,  when  called  on  to  give 
testimony  contrary  to  his  interest :  Jackson  v.  Vredenburgh,  1  Johns.  R.  159.  A 
witness  interested  to  diminish  certain  admitted  items,  in  the  plaintiff's  account, 
is  still  a  competent  witness  to  disprove  other  items :  Smith  v.  Carrington,  4 
Cranch  62.  G. 

9 
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The  next  class  of  cases  was  where  the  witness  was  so  situated  that 
a  legal  right  or  liability,  or  discharge  from  liability,*  would  imme- 
diately result.  As  where  the  witness  had  indemnified  a  party  against 
the  result  generally  ;^  or  was  bail  for  the  defendant;'  or  was  a  copart- 
ner with  him  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit,  and  would  be  liable  to 
contribution  in  case  the  defendant  failed  in  his  defence.^ 

It  seems  that,  in  general,  where  a  witness  was  primd  facte  liable 
to  the  plaintiif  in  respect  to  the  cause  of  action  for  which  he  sued,  he 
was  not  a  competent  witness  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  the  defendant's 
liability.  For  his  evidence  tended  to  produce  payment  or  satisfaction 
to  the  plaintiff  at  another's  expense ;  and  the  proceeding  and  recov- 
ering against  another  would  afford  strong,  if  not  *conclusive 
^  ^  evidence  against  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  against  the  witness. 
Thus  it  was  held,  that  where  the  witness  y^sks  primd  facie  liable  to  the 
vendor  of  goods  which  he  had  purchased  in  his  own  name,  he  was  not 
a  competent  witness  for  the  vendor  against  a  third  person  to  prove 
that  the  defendant  was  either  solely**  or  jointly"  liable  for  the  goods; 
for  in  such  case  the  witness  had  a  direct  interest  in  causing  another, 
either  to  pay  or  contribute  to  the  payment  of  the  debt.*  *     So  where 

'  Bland  y.  Ansley^  2  N.  R.  331.  In  replevin  by  an  under-tenant  against  a 
landlord,  who,  towards  discharging  the  rent  due  from  bis  tenant,  distrained  as 
bailiff  of  his  tenant  for  the  amount  of  rent  due  from  the  under-tenant  to  the  ten- 
ant: it  was  held,  that  the  ten  ant  was  not  a  competent  witness  to  prove  the  amount 
of  rent  due  from  the  under-tenant :  Upton  v.  Curtis j  1  Bing.  (8  E.  C.  L.  R.)  210 ; 
Hartshorne  v.  Watson^  4  Bing.  N.  C.  (33  E.  C.  L.  R.)  477  }  Wedgworth  v.  Hartley, 
10  A.  &  E.  (37  E,  C.  L.  R.)  619. 

y  See  infra,  p.  131,  note  («). 

■  1  T.  R.  164 ;  Bayley  v.  Hole,  3  Car.  &  P.  (14  E.  C.  L.  R.)  560 ;  Piesley  v.  Von 
Esch,  2  Esp.  C.  605 ;  Fearcy  v.  Fleming,  5  Car.  &  P.  (24  E.  C.  L.  R.)  503. 

»  Hall  v.  Cecil  and  Bex,  6  Bing.  (19  E.  C.  L.  R.)  181 ;  Simons  v.  Smith,  1  Ry. 
&  M.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  29 ;  Cheyne  v.  Koops,  4  Esp.  C.  112  -,  Evans  v.  Yeatherd, 
2  Bing.  (9  E.  C.  L.  R.)  133.  So  where  a  co-defendant  in  assumpsit  let  judgment 
go  by  default,  he  was  an  incompetent  witness  for  his  co-defendant :  Brovm  v. 
Brown,  cited  by  Dallas.  J..  8  Taunt.  (4  E.  C.  L.  R.)  141 :  and  see  the  observa- 
tions in  Mant  v.  Mainwaring,  8  Taunt.  (4  E.  C.  L.  R.)  139. 

Where  two  partners  being  sued  on  a  bill  as  endorsees,  one  pleaded  his  dis- 
charge by  bankruptcy  and  certificate,  and  a  non-pros,  was  entered  as  to  him  ;  it 
was  held,  that  he  was  an  admissible  witness  for  his  co-defendant :  AflaXo  v.  Four- 
drinier,  6  Bing.  (19  E.  C.  L.  R.)  306  ;  and  see  Moody  v.  King  and  Farter,  2  B. 
A  C.  (9  E.  C.  L.  R.)  558. 

*  Macbrain  v.  Fortune,  3  Camp.  317. 

*  Bipley  v.  Thompson,  12  Moore  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  55. 

*  Hodson  V.  Marshall,  7  C.  A  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  16. 

^  Where  A.,  an  agent,  whose  principal  B.  is  unknown  at  the  time  of  the  trans- 
action, deals  with  and  makes  a  contract  of  sale  in  his  own  name  with  C. ;  in  an 
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a  Tritness  called  by  the  defendant  had  undertaken  to  indemnify  hitn 
against  the  whole  or  part  of  the  damages  or  costs/  And  a  principal 
was  not  a  competent  witness  for  his  surety/ 

So  where  the  issue  involved  any  breach  of  duty,  or  default,  in  re- 
spect of  which  the  witness  would  be  liable  over  to  the  party  calling 
him.  Such  a  witness,  for  whichever  party  called,  was  obviously 
interested  in  protecting-  himself  against  the  consequences  of  failure, 
by  procuring  a  verdict  to  pass  for  the  party  who  called  him.  Al- 
though guilty  of  misconduct,  the  record  would  conclusively  show 
that  the  party  calling  him  had  received  no  prejudice,  so  far  as  that 
cause  was  concerned.  If  called  for  the  defendant,  he  would  also  be 
interested  in  obtaining  a  verdict  for  him,  and  to  exclude  a  record, 
which  would  be  evidence  against  himself  as  to  the  amount  of  conse- 
quential damage  in  an  action  afterwards  brought  against  him  by  his 
party. 

Where  the  party  employed  was  the  actual  agent  who 
'^'transacted  the  business  of  the  principal,  he  was  competent  '-  ^-^ 
on  the  score  of  necessity  \^  but  although  an  agent  who  actually  exe- 
cuted the  business  of  the  principal  was,  in  all  cases,  competent  to 
prove  that  he  acted  according  to  the  directions  of  his  principal,  on 
the  ground  of  necessity,  and  because  the  principal  could  never  main- 
tain an  action  against  his  agent  for  acting  according  to  his  own 
directions,  whatever  might  be  tho  result  of  the  cause,**  yet  if  the  cause 

*  Where  several  parishioners  at  a  vestry  signed  a  resolution,  approving  of  law 
proceedings  against  surveyors  of  the  highways,  and  guaranteeing  to  the  plaintiff 
the  legal  expenses ;  held  that  it  was  a  personal  liability,  and  rendered  them  in- 
competent: Heudebourck  v.  LangUy,  3  G.  &  P.  (14  £.  0.  L.  R.)  556 ;  Edmonds 
V.  Lowe,  8  B.  A  C.  (15  E.  C.  L.  R.)  407. 

'  Secus  where  the  principal  had  been  discharged  by  his  bankruptcy  and  cer- 
tificate :  Moody  v.  King^  2  B.  &  0.  (9  £.  0.  L.  R.)  559 ;  see  Totonend  v.  Down- 
ing, 14  East  565. 

s  Adams  v.  Davis,  3  Esp.  C.  48 ;  Matthews  v.  Haydon,  2  Esp.  0.  509 ;  and  per 
Lord  Kenyon  [ibid,),  it  is  the  constant  course  at  Nisi  Prius,  ex  necessitate  rei, 
to  admit  the  evidence  of  clerks  and  porters  who  were  alone  privy  to  the  receipt 
of  money  or  the  delivery  of  goods  :  Spencer  v.  GotUding,  Peake's  0.  129 ;  Baker 
V.  Macrae,  3  Camp.  144 }  B.  N.  P.  289 ;  and  see  Uderion  v.  Atkinson,  7  T.  R. 
480;  Evans  v.  Williams,  7  T.  R.  481,  n. ;  Theobald  v.  Treggott,  11  Mod.  261, 
eor.  Holt,  C.  J. 

^  Mi>rish  V.  Foots,  8  Taunt.  (4  £.  G.  L.  R.)  454.  See  the  observations  of 
Mansfield,  0.  J.,  in  De  Symonds  v.  De  la  Cour,  2  N.  R.  374. 

action  by  C.  against  B.  on  such  contract,  A.  is  not  a  competent  witness  for  the 
plaintiirto  prove  the  agency  and  the  contract  without  a  release  from  C. :  Hick- 
Ung  V.  Fiteh,  1  Miles  208 ;  ChrUiy  v.  Smith,  23  Vt.  663. 
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depended  upon  the  question  whether  the  agent  had  been  guilt j  of 
some  tortious  act,  or  some  negligence  in  the  course  of  executing  the 
orders  of  the  principal,  and  in  respect  of  which  he  would  be  liable 
over  to  the  principal  if  he  failed  in  the  action,  the  agent  was  not  com- 
petent without  a  release.*  ^ 

A  witness  was  also  incompetent  where  the  record  would,  if  his  party 
succeeded,  be  evidence  of  some  matter  of  fact  to  entitle  him  to  a  legal 
advantage,  or  repel  a  legal  liability.* 

Of  the  witnesses  thus  inadmissible  by  the  common  law,  one  whole 
class,  namely  those  who  were  excluded  by  having  an  interest  in  the  re- 
cord as  an  instrument  of  evidence,  were  rendered  competent  by  the 
Stat.  8  &  4  Will.  IV.,  c.  42.* 

♦That  statute,^  in  order  to  render  the  objection  of  witnesses 
L  J  on  the  ground  of  interest  less  frequent,  enacted  that  "  if  any 
witness  should  be  objected  to  as  incompetent  on  the  ground  that  the 
verdict  or  judgment  in  the  action  on  which  it  should  be  proposed  to 
examine  him  would  be  admissible  in  evidence  for  or  against  him, 
such  witness  should ' nevertheless  be  examined;  but  in  that  case  a 

^  Roihero  v.  Elton^  Peake's  C.  84 ;  Miller  v.  FaleontTj  1  Camp.  251. 

^  Bent  V.  Baker^  3  T.  R.  27  ;  Smith  v.  Prager^  7  T.  R.  60  ;  Abraham  v.  Bunn^ 
4  Burr.  2251.  A  copyholder  was  incompetent  to  prove  a  customary  right  in  the 
manor  for  copyholders  to  take  timber  for  repairs  without  assignment  of  the  lord : 
Lady  de  Fleming  v.  SimpsoUy  2  M.  &  R.  (17  £.  G.  L.  R.)  164. 

»  Sect.  26. 

'  Nothing  is  better  settled,  than  that  the  cases  of  agents,  carriers,  factors  and 
other  servants  of  this  description  constitute  a  class  of  special  exceptions  to  the 
f];eneral  rule  that  a  witness  interested  in  the  subject  of  the  suit  is  not  competent 
to  testify  on  the  side  of  his  interest.  And  this  principle  is  extended  to  every 
species  of  agency  or  intervention  by  which  business  is  transacted,  unless  the 
case  is  overborne  by  some  other  rule :  Collins  v.  Lester,  16  Geo.  410 ;  Perkins  v. 
Jordan,  35  Me.  23 ;  Gayle  v.  Bishop,  14  Ala.  552  ;  Governor  v.  6^,  19  Ala.  199. 
See  also,  Scott  v.  Jester,  8  Engl.  437.  In  an  action  against  employers  founded 
on  the  imputed  negligence  of  their  agent,  the  testimony  of  the  latter  for  de- 
fendant was  excluded,  on  the  ground  of  interest  in  defeating  the  action ;  for 
although  in  an  action  against  him  by  the  employers,  the  record  would  not  be 
evidence  to  establish  his  misconduct,  it  would  be  admissible  to  establish  the 
quantum  of  damages:  Gas  Light  Co,  v.  City  Council,  9  Rich.  Law  (S.  G.)  342 ; 
Middlekauffr.  Smith,  1  Md.  329;  McClure  v.  Whiteside,  2  Gart.  573;  PendaU 
V.  Bench,  4  McLean  259 ;  Howe  v.  Wade,  4  Ibid.  319 ;  ^aie  v.  Halloway,  8 
Blackf.  45.  When  the  defence  to  an  action  is  based  on  a  breach  of  duty  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  *s  agent,  he  cannot  be  called  to  disprove  such  defence :  Finn 
Vallagi  Street  Wharf  Co,,  7  Gal.  253.     See  ante,  p.  "27,  note  1. 

'  As  to  the  statutory  enactments  in  the  United  States  on  the  subject  of  the 
competency  of  witnesses,  see  ante,  p.  28,  note  1. 
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verdict  or  judgment  in  that  action  in  favor  of  the  party  on  whose 
behalf  he  should  have  been  examined  should  not  be  admissible  in 
evidence  for  him,  or  any  one  claiming  under  him,  nor  should  a  ver- 
dict or  judgment  against  the  party  on  whose  behalf  he  should  have 
been  examined  be  admissible  in  evidence  against  him,  or  any  one 
claiming  under  him/' 

This  enactment  appears  to  have  been  founded  upon  the  principle 
of  rendering  a  witness  competent,  by  removing  the  interest  which 
would  otherwise  have  disqualified  him.  The  legislature  seems  not 
to  have  contemplated  the  admitting  of  the  testimony  of  a  witqess  in 
violation  of  the  original  principle  of  exclusion  from  interest,  but, 
preserving  that  principle  inviolate,  to  have  intended  to  enlarge  the 
limits  of  avail  vble  evidence  by  the  actual  removal  of  interest,  which 
previously  impeded  its  reception.  This  was  proposed  to  be  done  by 
silencing  the  record  in  certain  cases,  and  so  removing  any  interest 
under  which  the  witness  might  otherwise  labor  either  to  procure  a 
verdict  and  judgment,  which  would  be  evidence  for  him,  or  to  pre- 
clude a  verdict  and  judgment,  which  would  be  evidence  against  him. 
Consistently  with  this  principle,  the  competency  of  a  witness  would 
not  appear  to  have  been  meant  to  be  restored  in  any  case  where, 
although  the  record  were  silenced,  he  would  still  have  an  interest, 
independently  of  the  use  of  the  record  as  evidence,  in  some  other 
proceeding  resulting  as  a  consequence  from  the  verdict  and  judg- 
ment. 

*With  reference  to  the  decisions  on  this  statute :  It  seems  r#i  941 
to  have  been  considered  from .  the  first  that  the  statute 
always  rendered  a  witness  competent  in  the  last  class  of  cases  men- 
tioned above,  in  which  the  sole  objection  was  that  the  record  would 
be  evidence  as  to  a  matter  of  fact,  a.  g.  a  custom,"^  in  which  the 
witness  had  an  interest.  And,  according  to  the  latter  construction 
given  to  it,  the  operation  of  the  statute  seems  to  have  embraced  all 
eases  where  the  verdict  and  judgment  could  be  used  by  or  against 
him,  either  as  evidence,  or  to  establish  any  right,  or  to  discharge 
him  from  any  liability,  and  where  it  would  be  necessary  to  use  the 
record   for   that   purpose.*^      These   decisions   proceeded    upon    the 

"  A  copy  holder  was  held  competent  to  prove  a  custom  of  the  manor  on  behalf 
of  another  copyholder :  HoyU  v.  Coupe,  9  M.  &  W.  450  ;  Stuart  v.  Barnes,  I  M. 
&  Rob.  472. 

■  Yeomans  v.  Legh,  2  M.  &  W.  419  ;  Faith  v.  WIntyre,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  44  ;  Knight  v.  Woore^  7  Car.  A  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  259.  Bat  in  an  action 
by  a  corporation  to  establish  a  right  of  common  for  the  benefit  of  the  corpora- 
tion, a  corporator  was  not  rendered  competent  by  3  &  4  Will.  lY.  c.  42  :  God- 
manchester  (BaUiffa  of)  v.  Phillips,  4  Ad.  &  E.  (31  E.  C.  L.  R.)  550. 
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ground  that  the  effect  of  calling  the  witness  being  effectually  to 
silence  the  record,  since  neither  the  existence  of  the  action  nor  the  re- 
sult could  be  proved  but  bj  the  record,  the  witness's  interest  would  be 
as  much  extinguished  as  if  no  such  proceeding  had  taken  place. 

Still  this  act  only  removed  the  objection  where  the  witness  was 
incompetent,  on  the  ground  that  ''the  verdict  or  judgment  in  the 
action  on  which  it  was  proposed  to  examine  him,  would  have  been 
admissible  in  evidence  for  or  against  him."  It  did  not  extend 
beyond  this,  and  the  witness  was  still  incompetent  if  he  labored 
under  any  interest  independently  of  the  record,  or  he  could  avail 
himself  of  the  verdict  indirectly,  without  the  production  of  the 
record.  Thus  it  was  held  that  the  statute  did  not  apply  where  the 
issue  was  directed  by  a  court  of  equity,  for  in  such  a  case  the  wit- 
r*\o^']  ^^^^1  notwithstanding  the  statute,  ""would  be  able  to  take 
advantage  of  a  decree  founded  on  the  verdict.* 

The  next  important  step  upon  the  subject  of  evidence  was  taken 
at  the  instance  of  Lord  Denman.  The  stat.  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  85,  after 
reciting  "  that  the  inquiry  after  truth  in  courts  of  justice  is  often 
obstructed  by  incapacities  created  by  the  present  law;  and  it  is 
desirable  that  full  information  of  the  facts  in  issue,  both  in  criminal 
and  civil  cases,  should  be  laid  before  the  persons  who  are  appointed 
to  decide  upon  them,  and  that  such  persons  should  exercise  their 
judgment  on  the  credit  of  the  witnesses  adduced,  and  on  the  truth  of 
their  testimony  ;**  proceeded  to  enact,  "  that  no  person  offered  as  a 
witness  shall  hereafter  be  excluded  by  reason  of  incapacity  from 
crime  or  interest  from  giving  evidence ;  but  that  every  person  so 
offered  may  and  shall  be  admitted  to  give  evidence  on  oath  or  solemn 
affirmation,  notwithstanding  that  such  person  may  or  shall  have  an 
interest  in  the  matter  in  question,  or  in  the  event  of  the  trial  of  any 
issue,  matter,  question,  or  inquiry,  or  of  the  suit,  action  or  pro- 
ceeding in  which  he  is  offered  as  a  witness,  and  notwithstanding  that 
such  person  offered  as  a  witness  may  have  been  previously  convicted 
of  any  crime  or  offence ;  Provided  that  this  act  shall  not  render 
competent  any  party  to  any  suit,  action,  or  proceeding  individually 
named  in  the  record ;  or  any  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  or  tenant  of 
premises  sought  to  be  recovered  in  ejectment ;  or  the  landlord  or 
other  person  in  whose  right  any  defendant  in  replevin  may  make 
cognizance ;  or  any  person  in  whose  immediate  and  individual  behalf 
any  action  may  be  brought  or  defended,  either  wholly  or  in  part ; 

®  Stuart  V.  Barnes,  1  M.  &  Rob.  472 ;  and  see  Oliver  v.  Latham,  I  Turn.  &  Ph. 
163  }  Barber  v.  Birch,  6  M.  &  G.  (46  E.  C.  L.  R.)  307. 
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or  the  husband  or  wife  of  such  persons  respectively."  It  also  en- 
acted, ''  that  in  courts  of  equity  any  defendant  to  any  cause  pending 
in  any  such  court  may  be  examined  as  a  witness  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff,  or  of  any  co-defendant  in  any  such  cause,  saving  just 
exceptions;  ^and  that  any  interest  which  such  defendant  r^tcio^n 
so  to  be  examined  may  have  in  the  matter  or  any  of  the 
matters  in  question  in  the  cause  shall  not  be  deemed  a  just  excep- 
tion to  the  testimony  of  such  defendant,  but  shall  only  be  considered 
as  affecting,  or  tending  to  affect  the  credit  of  such  defendant  as  a 
witness." 

This  statute  likewise  contains  a  provision,  which  is  repeated  in 
the  subsequent  Act  we  shall  have  presently  to  consider,  viz.,  that 
it  should  not  repeal  the  Act  7  Will.  IV.,  and  1  Vict.  c.  26,  for  the 
amendment  of  the  Law  relating  to  Wills. 

Up  to  the  period  of  this  enactment  it  has  been  remarked  that  the 
principle  of  the  exclusion  of  interested  witnesses  in  the  superior 
courts  had  been  rigidly  adhered  to.  The  immediately  preceding 
statute,  in  rendering  the  witness  competent  by  reason  of  the  extinc- 
tion of  his  interest  involved  the  introduction  of  no  new  princi- 
ple, inasmuch  as  it  merely  adopted  an  expedient  frequently  resorted 
to  by  the  parties  through  the  medium  of  a  release  given  to,  or  by 
the  witness.  But  this  enactment  had  a  far  wider  scope,  for  it  posi- 
tively abrogated  the  general  rule  that  an  interested  person  should 
not  be  a  witness.  Yet  it  must  be  observed  that  even  then  the 
legislature  by  no  means  wholly  disregarded  the  principle  of  the 
exclusion  of  a  witness  on  the  ground  of  interest.  The  various  ex- 
ceptions to  the  general  provision  still  recognized  its  expediency ;  but 
their  effect  was  to  confine  its  operation  to  the  five  categories  men- 
tioned in  the  proviso.  With  respect  to  these  it  is  important  to  notice 
that  the  statute  did  not  render  the  persons  included  within  them 
incompetent,  but  merely  excepted  them  out  of  its  operation ;  conse- 
quently they  remained  unaffected  by  the  statute,  and  in  the  same 
condition  as  to  admissibility  as  they  were  before  it  passed.  Hence 
it  becomes  important,  with  a  view  more  especially  to  the  first  and 
last  exception,  to  ascertain  under  what  circumstances  those  persons 
were  previously  incompetent  as  witnesses,  and  we  '^'will  ^^'to'7^ 
proceed  to  consider  what  persons  fell  within  the  words  of 
these  exceptions,  and  in  what  cases  they  were  previously  incompetent 
in  the  following  order. 

Ist.  "A  party  to  any  suit,  action,  or  proceeding  individually 
named  in  the  record,"  was  always,  except  in  the  peculiar  case  of 
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necessitj,^  an  incompetent  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  on  the  ground 
of  interest.*'  ^  But  parties  named  upon  the  record  were  not  as  such, 
and  on  that  account,  incompetent ;  their  incompetency  arose  exclu- 
sively from  their  interest,  and  if  they  were  willing  to  give  evidence 
they  might  be  called  by  the  opposite  parties.  Thus,  in  an  action  on 
a  joint  bond  against  the  principal  and  two  sureties,  where  one  surety 
and  the  principal  had  suffered  judgment  by  default,  and  the  other 
surety  defended,  the  principal  was  held  to  be  a  competent  witness 
*for  the  plaintiff;'  and  so  was  a  co-defendant  in  an  action 
I-         -I   for  a  malicious  prosecution,  who  had  suffered  judgment  by 

'  See  ante,  p.  27. 

4  Though  he  were  only  a  trustee,  he  was  incompetent,  because  he  would  be 
responsible  for  the  costs :  Bauerman  v.  RadeniuSj  7  T.  R.  663.  So  in  equity 
one  plaintiff  could  not  be  examined  for  another  plaintiff  without  the  defendant's 
consent :  I\/ler  v.  Neiocombf  19  L.  J.  C.  G.  278.  And  one  defendant  could  not 
be  examined  for  another  defendant  in  the  same  interest :  Wood  y.  Rowcliffe^  6 
Hare  183  ;  but  see  Monday  v.  Guyer^  1  De  Gex  and  Smale  182. 

It  should  perhaps  be  stated  here  that  there  were  some  statutory  proviaions 
enabling  parties  to  give  evidence  in  their  own  behalf,  besides  the  recent  County 
Courts  Act,  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95,  s.  83,  which  directs  that  the  purties  or  their  wives 
may  be  examined  in  those  Courts.  Thus  under  the  Companies  Clauses  Consoli- 
dation Acts,  and  the  Lands  and  Railway  Clauses  Consolidation  Acts,  8  &  9  Yict. 
c.  16,  8.  132  •,  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  32  •,  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  20,  s.  133,  parties  might  be 
examined  by  the  arbitrators,  or  by  arbitrators  appointed  to  settle  disputes  be- 
tween masters  and  workmen,  5  Geo.  lY.  c.  96,  ss.  5,  6.  Trustees  and  other 
members  of  loan  societies,  under  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  110.  Officers  of  the  army  and 
navy,  and  marines,  and  of  the  customs  and  excise,  under  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  53, 
in  suits  which  entitle  them  to  the  penalties  sued  for  or  goods  seized.  As  to  in- 
habitants, or  persons  rated  or  rateable,  or  holding  office  in  any  parish,  &c.,  in 
matters  relating  to  rates,  boundaries,  removals,  &c.,  see  53  Geo.  III.  c.  70,  s.  9 ; 
and  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  26  *,  and  infra^  note  (e). 

'  fVbrrall  v.  Jones  and  another,  7  Bing.  (20  E.  C.  L.  R.)  325 ;  overruling  Chap- 
man V.  Graves,  2  Camp.  333,  n. ;  and  see  j^er  Maule,  J.,  5  C.  B.  (57  £.  C.  L.  R.) 
685. 

^  There  are  some  cases  in  which  a  plaintiff  is  ez  necessitate  a  good  witness  as 
1.  To  prove  notices  in  the  course  of  the  cause :  Fred  v.  Eves,  4  Barring.  385 ; 
Siltzell  V.  Michael,  3  W.  &  S.  329  ;  Jordan  v.  Cooper,  3  S.  &  R.  564.  2.  To  prove 
his  own  book  of  original  entries :  Prince  t.  Smith,  4  Mass.  455 ;  Poultney  et  al, 
V.  Ross,  1  Dall.  239.  3.  To  prove  the  loss  of  documents  to  let  in  secondary  evi- 
dence :  Fitch  Y.  Bogue,  19  Conn.  285 ;  Chamberlain  v.  Gorham,  20  Johns.  144. 
4.  In  an  action  against  a  carrier  or  innkeeper  for  the  loss  of  his  baggage  to 
prove  the  contents  of  his  trunk:  Taylor  v.  Monnat,  4  Duer  116 ;  Wright  v.  Cald- 
well, 3  Mich.  51 ;  Lampley  v.  Scott,  24  Mies.  528 ;  Sparr  v.  Wellman,  11  Mo.  230 ; 
County  V.  Leidy,  10  Barr  45.    See  ante,  p.  28,  note  1. 
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default.'  ^  There  had  been  a  similar  decision  in  the  case  of  a  co- 
contractor  who,  having  suffered  judgment  by  default,  was  held  to  be 
an  admissible  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  if  he  were  not  interested  in 
procuring  a  verdict  for  him.*  And  a  defendant  in  an  indictment, 
who  had  pleaded  guilty,  has  been  held  by  the  judges  to  be  an  admis- 
sible witness  for  the  Grown  on  the  trial  of  other  parties  included 
in  it.* 

•  Haddrick  v.  EesUp,  12  Q.  B.  (64  E.  C.  L.  R.)  267 ;  B.  N.  P.  285 ;  1  Sid. 
441. 

»  Pipe  v.  Sied  and  another^  2  Q.  B.  (42  E.  C.  L.  R.)  733  j  Dresser  v.  Clarke^  1 
C.  A  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  569— overruling  Brown  v.  JBrMm,4  Taunt.  752 ;  Green 
T.  SatUm,  2  M.  &  Rob.  260 ;  Mant  v.  MainwaHng,  8  Taunt.  (4  £.  C.  L.  R.)  139. 

•  Reg  V.  Hinks^  2  Car.  A  K.  (61  E.  C.  L.  R.)  462;  Reg  v.  George,  Car.  &  M. 
(41  £.  C.  L.  R.)  111.  Where  an  accomplice  is  to  be  called  as  a  witness,  the 
usual  coarse  is  to  leave  him  out  of  the  indictment ;  see  tit.  Accomplice  ;  or  if  he 
has  been  inadvertently  included  in  the  indictment,  should  it  be  deemed  necessary, 
an  acquittal  might  be  taken  as  to  him,  or  the  Attorney-General  might  enter  a  noUe 
prosequi :  Ward  v.  Man^  2  Atk.  229,  by  Lord  Hard  wicke,  who  said,  that  in  Crown 
prosecutions,  no  defendant  can  be  examined  on  behalf  even  of  the  King,  but 
the  Attorney-General  enters  a  nolle  prosequi  against  that  particular  defendant 
before  he  can  be  admitted  as  a  witness ;  and  that  this  was  done  in  a  case  by 
Trevor,  when  Attorney-General.  See  also  the  case  of  The  King  v.  Ellis ^  Blake 
and  others,  Sitt.  after  Trin.  1802,  Macnally  55 ;  where  on  an  information  by  the 
Attorney-General  (Law)  against  several  for  a  conspiracy,  he  entered  a  nolle  pro- 

•  Manchester  Bank  v.  Moore,  19  N.  H.  564 ;  Parsons  v.  PhippSj  4  Tex.  341. 
One  of  two  defendants,  consenting  to  be  sworn,  though  objected  to  by  the 
other  defendant,  is  a  competent  witness  for  the  plaintiff:  Carrie  v.  CcUder,  6 
Rich.  198 ;  Kincaid  v.  Purr  ell,  1  Cart.  324 ;  Thompson  v.  Blanchard,  4  Comst. 
303  ;  Miner  v.  Vovmer,  20  Vt.  461.  A  witness  interested  by  having  warranted 
a  title,  is  competent  to  impeach  it,  he  then  testifying  against  his  interest :  Robb 
v.  Lefevre,  7  Clarke  150 ;  Stewart  v.  Chadwick,  8  Clarke  463 ;  Clinton  v.  Estes, 
20  Ark.  216.  When  the  title  to  property  is  in  controversy,  a  person  who  is 
bound  to  make  it  good  to  one  of  the  litigating  parties  against  the  claim  of  the 
other  is  identified  in  interest  with  that  party  and  cannot  testify  in  his  favor : 
Meek  v.  WalthaU,  20  Ark.  648 ;  Wright  v.  Bonta,  19  Tex.  385.  Merely  being  a 
|Mirty  to  the  record,  does  not,  of  itself,  render  the  party  incompetent  to  testify, 
when  called  for  that  purpose,  by  the  opposite  party ;  if  willing  to  testify  he  is 
competent,  notwithstanding  the  objection  of  his  co-plaintiff  or  co-defendant, 
provided  his  interest,  if  any  in  the  suit,  is  adverse  to  the  party  calling  him : 
Ware  v.  Bennett,  18  Tex.  794.  A  stockholder,  who  transfers  his  stock  after  the 
commencement  of  a  suit,  is  a  competent  witness  for  the  corporation  :  Smith  v. 
Tallahassa  Branch,  30  Ala.  650 ;  Tuolumne  Co.  v.  Columbia  Co.,  10  Cal.  193. 
A  member  of  the  society  of  free-masons  is  a  competent  witness  for  the  society, 
which  ia  a  charitable  organization :  Burdin  v.  Grand  Lodge,  1  Ala.  Sel.  Cas.  385. 
When  parties  are  made  witnesses,  they  must  testify,  subject  to  the  same  rules 
as  other  witnesses :  Whedden  v.  Wilson,  44  Me.  11. 
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*A  party  likewise  who  had  ceased  to  be  interested  in  the 
L  J  result  might  be  called  by  his  co*plaintiff,  or  co-defendant.^ 
Thus,  in  an  action  against  two  partners  as  acceptors  of  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, one  of  the  defendants  who  had  pleaded  his  bankruptcy  and 
certificate,  whereupon  the  plaintiff  had  entered  a  nolle  prosequi  against 
him,  was  held,^  after  releasing  his  surplus,  to  be  an  admissible  witness 
for  his  co-defendant.  So  where  several  were  indicted  together,  one 
defendant,  as  to  whom  a  nolle  prosequi  had  been  entered,  might  be 
called  as  a  witness  for  the  other  defendants ;  and  so  might  one  who 
had  pleaded  guilty,  or  one  who  was  not  arraigned '/  unless  indeed 

sequi  against  two,  who  were  examined  as  witneeses  against  the  others.    And  in 

B.  N.  P.  2S5,  it  is  said  that  the  court  would  not  allow  the  Attorney-General  on 
the  trial  of  an  information  for  a  misdemeanor,  to  examine  a  defendant  for  the 
King,  without  entering  a  nolle  prosequi  as  to  him.  But  qucere,  whether  in  that 
case  the  witness  had  not  been  put  upon  his  trial  at  the  same  time?  and  see  note 
{l)f  post.  But  yet  although  He  be  jointly  indicted  for  an  offence  which  is  several 
in  its  nature,  it  may  be  doubted  whether  he  be  not  still  competent,  provided  he 
be  not  put  upon  his  trial  at  the  same  time ;  for  though  several  be  indicted  jointly 
for  the  same  offence,  yet  the  indictment,  where  the  nature  of  the  offence  is  several, 
is  also  several  as  to  each,  and  the  case  seems  to  be  just  the  same  as  if  each  had 
been  severally  indicted,  when  they  would  have  been  witnesses  for  each  other  (2 
Hale  280,  2  Roll.  Abr.  685,  pi.  3) ;  they  must  therefore,  as  it  seomsi  be  also 
equally  competent  as  witnesses  against  each  other. 

*  Aflalo  V.  FourdHnicTf  6  Bing.  (19  E.  C.  L.  R.)  306  ;  Moody  v.  King,  2  B.  & 

C.  (9  E.  C.  L.  R.)  558. 

7  See  tit.  Accomplice.  In  R,  v.  Lqfone,  5  Esp.  C.  154,  on  an  indictment  for 
obstructing  excise  officers,  I^rd  EUenborough  would  not  permit  co-defendants, 
who  had  suffered  judgment  by  default,  to  be  examined  as  witnesses  for  the  de- 
fendant who  was  tried,  saying,  that  he  had  never  known  such  evidence  admitted 
on  an  indictment  for  a  joint  offence.  The  cases  on  the  subject  were  not,  it  seems, 
adverted  to  on  that  occasion.  In  R.  v.  Fletcher j  Str.  633,  one  who  had  suffered 
judgment  by  default  on  a  joint  indictment  for  an  assault,  and  having  been  fined 
a  shilling  and  had  paid  it,  was  admitted  as  a  witness  for  the  other  defendant. 
There  indeed  the  witness  had  been  fined ;  but  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  cir- 
cumstance, that  the  judgment  has  been  pronounced  and  executed  on  the  witness, 
can  make  any  difference  as  to  his  competency,  or  how  his  giving  evidence  can  at 

^  There  are  conflicting  decisions  in  the  United  States  as  to  whether  a  party, 
plaintiff,  by  assigning  his  claim  and  making  an  absolute  payment  into  court  of  a 
sum  of  money  sufficient  to  meet  all  the  costs  of  the  suit,  can  be  a  competent 
witness  to  establish  the  claim,  having  thus  divested  himself  of  all  interest : 
Central  R,  R,  Co.  v.  ffines,  19  Geo.  203 ;  Foley  v.  Mason,  6  JMd.  37  ;  (hoings  v. 
Emery,  7  Gill.  405 ;  Patterson  v.  Cohh,  4  Fla.  481 ;  Bridges  v.  Armour,  5  How. 
91 ;  JEvans  v.  Gibbs,  6  Humph.  405  j  Benjamin  v.  Coventry,  19  Wend.  353 ; 
WiUing  v.  Consequa,  Peters  C.  C.  248  j  Steele  v.  Phanix  Ins.  Co.,  3  Binn.  306 ; 
Hart  V.  Heilner,  3  Rawle  407  ;  Post  v.  Avery,  5  W.  &  S.  510;  Wolfy.  Fink,  1 
Barr  173 ;  Park  v.  Bird,  3  Barr  361 ;  Norris  v.  Johnston,  5  Barr  290. 
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in  cases,  such  as  *con8piracy  or  riot,  where  disproving  joint   r+ioA-i 
guilt  might  defeat  the  prosecution  even  against  the  witness 
himself. 

But  where  a  party  on  the  record  was  interested  on  the  side  of  the 
person  who  called  him,  he  was  not  admissible.  Thus  in  an  action  of 
assumpsit  one  defendant,  who  had  suffered  judgment  by  default,  was 
not  an  admissible  witness  for  another  defendant  in  the  action  who 
had  pleaded  the  general  issue,  for  if  he  disproved  the  joint  contract 
he  would  relieve  himself  ;*  and  so  a  defendant  in  trover  or  trespass, 
who  had  suffered  judgment  by  default,  was  not  an  admissible  witness 
for  a  co-defendant  who  had  pleaded,  where  the  jury  were  summoned 
to  assess  the  damages  as  well  as  to  try  the  issue  joined  by  the  one  who 
defended,  for  he  had  an  interest  in  reducing  the  damages.^  ^ 

all  alter  and  affect  his  legal  situation.  It  has  been  held,  that  upon  several  in- 
dictments afi^ainst  three  for  perjury  in  proving  a  bond,  each  was  a  witness  for 
the  others :  B,  t.  Bilmore,  Gray  and  Harbin^  2  Hale  280  ;  and  see  also  Gunston 
V.  Downs,  Ibid,  and  2  Rol.  Abr.  685,  pi.  3.  According  to  the  same  principle,  if 
each  had  been  separately  indicted  for  a  battery  or  larceny,  the  others  would 
have  been  competent  witnesses  -,  for  the  same  reason  applies  which  is  given  by 
Lord  Hale,  viz.y  that  they  are  not  immediately  concerned  in  the  trial  against 
the  third,  and  therefore  they  would,  it  should  seem,  be  also  competent,  although 
they  were  all  to  be  included  in  one  indictment,  which  in  legal  effect  operates  as 
a  several  indictment  as  to  each  ;  see  R,  v.  Frederick  and  Tracy,  Str.  1095,  where 
upon  an  indictment  against  several  for  an  assault,  the  reason  for  refusing  to 
admit  the  wife  of  one  as  u  witness  for  another  defendant,  was,  that  it  was  im- 
possible to  separate  the  case  of  the  two  defendants :  R,  v.  Sherman,  C.  T.  H. 
303.  It  has  indeed  been  suggested,  that  if  one  who  suffered  judgment  by  de- 
fault were  a  competent  witness,  one  defendant,  by  so  doing,  might  protect  the 
rest  (5  Esp.  C.  155) ;  assuming  it  to  be  probable  that  one  of  several  delinquents 
would  sacrifice  himself  for  the  salvation  of  the  rest,  it  would  by  no  means  be  a 
necessary  consequence  that  he  would  be  able  to  screen  them  ;  his  credit  would 
be  open  to  the  observation  of  the  jury,  and  be  subject  to  much  suspicion.  Where, 
however,  the  offence  is  of  such  a  nature,  that  an  acquittal  of  his  associates 
would  enure  to  his  own  discharge  a  co-defendant  would  be  incompetent.  Thus 
an  accessory  before  or  after  the  fact  would  be  incompetent  as  a  witness  for  the 
principal ;  and  see  tit.  Conspiracy.  Where  several  are  indicted  and  tried 
together,  if  at  the  close  of  the  prosecutor's  case  there  appears  to  be  no  evidence 
against  one  defendant,  the  judge  will  direct  his  acquittal,  in  order  that  he  may 
be  called  as  a  witness  by  another  defendant :  R.  v.  Fraser,  Macnally  56  ;  R.  v. 
(htm,  9  Car.  &  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  83. 

«  Broum  v.  Fox,  1  PhU.  on  Evid.  9th  ed.  49 ;  Bell  v.  Banks,  3  M.  &  G.  (42  E. 
C.  L.  B.)  261. 

•  Mash  V.  Smith,  1  Car.  &  P.  (12  E.  C.  L.  R.)  577  ',per  Burroughs,  J.,  Webber 
V.  Budd,  Boec.  on  Evid.  121,  7th  ed. ;  and  so  even  after  the  statute  6  &  7  Vict, 
c.  85 ;  Thorpe  v.  Barber  and  another,  5  C.  B.  (57  E.  C.  L.  B.)  675. 

*  Thornton  v.  Blaisdell,  37  Me.  190;  King  v.  Lowry,  20  Barb.  632;  Rice  v. 
Morion,  19  Mo.  263 ;  Chase  v.  Lovering,  7  Fost.  295.    See  Barker  v.  Ayres,  5 
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*Under  this  statute,  therefore,  a  party  to  the  record  might 
'-  -I  still  be  examined  as  a  witness  wherever  he  was  indifferent  or 
was  called  upon  to  be  such  adversely  to  his  own  interest.  It  is  true 
that  there  might  be  no  compulsion^  upon  him  to  attend,  there  being 
no  instance  in  which  the  court  ever  punished  a  party  to  the  suit  for 
non-attendance  or  a  refusal  to  give  evidence  as  a  witness,  or  an  action 
had  been  brought  against  him  on  that  account,  and  hence  resort  was 
generally  had  in  such  cases  to  a  bill  of  discovery ;  but  if  he  did  attend, 
and  was  willing  to  give  evidence,  there  was  no  rule  which  enabled  the 
court  to  reject  his  testimony. 

Previously  to  the  passing  of  this  statute  in  an  action  by  or  against 
a  corporation  or  other  body,  the  members  of  which  were  not  men- 
tioned by  name  on  the  record,  a  member  having  any  private^  interest 
in  the  result  was  not  competent  as  a  witness  on  behalf  x>f  the  body 
on  account  of  that  interest.^  The  interest,  however,  of  such  a  per- 
son was  obviously  very  different*  from  that  of  an  ordinary  party, 
and'  it  would  seem  that  the  legislature  introduced  the  words,  ^'  any 
party  individaally  named,''  in  contradistinction'  to  persons  described 
by  *some  nomen  collectivum  upon  the  record,  so  that  a  person 
*-        -I    who  is  not  named  ^^as  an  individual  might  not  fall  within 

*  Rex  V.  Wohum^  10  East  395 ;  Fenn  v.  Granger^  3  Camp.  77 ;  Rex  v.  Adder- 
bury,  5  Q.  B.  (48  E.  C.  L.  R.)  187. 

^  If  he  had  no  private  interest,  but  simply  an  interest  as  one  of  the  public,  he 
was  competent:  Fletcher  v.  Greenwell,  1  G.  M.  &  R.  754;  M^Oahey  v.  Alston,  2 
M.  &  W.  206 ;  and  see  Weller  v.  The  Governors  of  the  Foundling  Hospital^ 
Peake  153. 

*  B.  N.  P.  290 ;  Davis  v.  Morgan,  1  Tyr.  457  ;  Burton  v.  Hinde,  5  T.  R.  174 ; 
Bailiffs  of  Godtnanchester  v.  Phillips,  4  Ad.  &  E.  (31  E.  C.  L.  R.)  550. 

*  There  were  various  statutes  which  enable  inhabitants  and  other  persons  to  be 
witnesses  where  the  proceedings  were  by  or  against  them  in  their  quasi  corpo- 
rate capacity:  1  Anne,  c.  18,  s.  13;  8  Geo.  II.  c.  16,  s.  15;  27  Geo.  III.  c.  29  ; 
7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  29  ;  and  3  &  4  Will.  &  M.  c.  11 ;  54  Geo.  III.  c.  170,  s.  9 ;  3  &  4 
Vict  c.  26,  ss.  1  and  2. 

'  See  R,  Y.  Mayor,  Jtc,  of  London,  2  Lev.  231 ;  1  Vent.  351. 
«  Per  Parke,  B.,  Sinclair  v.  Sinclair,  13  M.  &  W.  645, 

Md.  202.  In  an  action  not  on  contract  commenced  against  two  and  process 
served  on  one  only,  the  one  not  served  ceases  to  be  a  party,  and  is  a  competent 
witness  for  either  party:  Robinson  v.  Frost,  14  Barb.  536.  Ordinarily  a  joint- 
tort-feasor  is  a  competent  witness  for  either  party,  if  he  be  not  sued  or  be  sued 
in  a  separate  action,  or  being  joined  have  suffered  judgment  to  be  rendered 
against  himself:  Paine  v.  Tilden,  20  Yt.  554.  When  judgment  is  recovered 
against  two  jointly,  and  it  is  opened  as  to  one  only,  who  is  let  into  a  defence, 
the  other  is  a  competent  witness  for  him,  his  own  liability  being  determined : 
Talmctge  v.  Burlingame,  9  Barr  21.  A  co-trespasser  named  but  not  served  is 
competent  for  the  other  defendants :  Entriken  v.  Brown^  8  Gas.  364. 
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the  exception ;  consequently  it  would  appear  that  a  member  of  a 
corporation  aggregate,  or  other  like  body,  so  far  as  this  exception 
was  concerned,  was  rendered  a  competent  witness  by  the  general 
provision. 

The  prochein  ami,  or  guardian  of  an  infant,  was  formerly  incom- 
petent on  the  ground  of  his  interest  in  the  cause  to  save  himself  from 
the  payment  of  costs,  for  which,  in  case  of  failure,  he  was  personally 
responsible ;  but  in  construing  the  words  of  this  exception  the  Court 
held,  that  the  person  to  fall  within  its  terms  must  be  a  person  who  is 
named  as  a  party  to  the  proceeding,  and  therefore  that  a  prochein 
amii  who  is  in  reality  only  an  attorney  for  the  conduct  of  the  suit, 
might  be  called  as  a  witness  for  the  infant.^  ^ 

2dly.  "  Any  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  or  tenant  of  premises  sought 
to  be  recovered  in  ejectment,'' might  always  have  been  examined; 
the  former,  if  he  were  willing  to  give  evidence,*  by  the  defendant ; 
the  latter,  by  the  plaintiff:^  but,  inasmuch  as  the  former  of  these 
persons  had  an  immediate  and  direct  interest  in  preventing  a  verdict 
for  the  defendant,  both  on  account  of  the  result  which  would  confer 
on  him  the  right  of  possession  of  the  property,  and  of  the  liability  to 
costs  which  would  ensue  from  such  a  verdict,  he  was  not  an  admis- 
sible witness  for  the  plaintiff,  although  there  might  be  demises  by 
other  persons  in  the  declaration.^  So  the  tenant  of  the  premises 
was  interested  in  defeating  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  which  would 
turn  him  out  of  possession ;"  but,  as  he  was  not  a  party  to  the  suit, 
he  might  have  been  subpoenaed  on  the  *part  of  the  plaintiff 
and  forced  by  him  to  give  his  testimony.  The  effect  of  the  L  J 
statute  was  not  to  exclude  these  persons  from  being  witnesses  at  all, 
but  simply  to  leave  them  incompetent  on  that  side  which  they  were 
interested  in  supporting. 

3dly.  "  The  landlord,  or  other  person  in  whose  right  any  defend- 
ant in  replevin  made  cognizance,"  was  always  an  admissible  witness 

*  Sinclair  v.  Sinclair j  13  M.  &  W.  640;  Melhuish  v.  Colly er^  19  L.  J.,  N.  S., 
Q.  B.  493. 

*  Feme  dem.  Fewtreaa  v.  Granger^  3  Camp.  177. 
»  Doe  V.  Ch-een,  4  Esp.  198. 

'  But  if  he  coDsented  that  a  verdict  should  be  entered  against  him,  on  his  de- 
misei  he  might  be  examined  for  the  other  lessors,  per  cur.  2  Ad.  &  E.  (29  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  339. 

■  Doe  dem.  Foster  v.  Williams,  Cowp.  621 ;  Doe  v.  Wilde,  5  Taunt.  (1  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  183 ;  Doc  V.  Bingham,  4  B.  &  Aid.  (6  E.  C.  L.  R.)  Doe  dem.  Willis  v.  Birch- 
more,  9  Ad.  &  £.  (36  E.  C.  L.  R.)  662. 

*  Pryor  r.^Rgbum,  16  Ark.  671  j  Murphy  v.  Murphy,  24  Mo.  626. 
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for  the  plaintiff;  bat  he  was  not  an  admissible  witness  for  the  defend- 
ant,*" and  yet  where  distinct  cognizances  were  made  under  different 
parties,  not  appearing  to  be  connected  in  interest,  and  the  issue  on 
one  cognizance  was  abandoned  by  the  defendant  at  the  trial,  the 
person  under  whom  that  cognizance  T^as  made,  if  he  did  not  employ 
the  attorney,  was  a  competent  witness  for  the  defence.^  But,  since 
the  passing  of  this  statute,  in  a  case  where  the  defendants  made  cog- 
nizance, first  as  bailiffs  to  J.  and  F.  M^Gowan,  and  secondly,  as 
bailiffs  to  J.  M'Gowan  alone,  and  no  evidence  was  offered  in  support 
of  the  first  cognizance,  and  it  was  proposed  to  abandon  it  and  call  F. 
M^Gowan  in  support  of  the  second  to  prove  a  fact  alleged  therein, 
and  not  in  issue  upon  the  first,  it  was  held  under  this  clause  by  Alder- 
son,  B.,  (after  consulting  Lord  Denman,  G.  J.,)  that  the  evidence 
of  F.  M^Gowan  was  not  admissible.'  And  where  the  taking  was  jus- 
tified in  several  cognizances  under  different  persons,  and  one  of  them 
was  admitted  by  Wilde,  C.  J.,**  to  prove  matters  distinct  from  and  in- 
dependent of  the  subject-matter  of  the  cognizance  made  under  him  ; 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  afterwards  expressed  a  clear  opinion  that 
his  evidence  was  inadmissible,  while  the  cognizance  made  under  him 
remained  *upon  the  record  as  part  of  the  effective  title 
L         -J   claimed  on  the  part  of  the  defendants.' 

4thly.  ''  Any  person  in  whose  immediate  and  individual  behalf  any 
action  may  be  brought  or  defended  either  wholly  or  in  part."  This 
was  the  great  exception  in  this  enactment,  and  from  the  generality  of 
its  terms  and  the  consequent  wideness  of  its  operation  it  led  to  much 
discussion.  The  only  ground  on  which  persons  in  the  predicament 
pointed  out  in  this  exception  were  inadmissible  as  witnesses  before 
Lord  Denman  s  Act  was,  that  they  were  interested  on  the  side  on 
which  their  testimony  was  proposed  to  be  given,'  and  under  the 
operation  of  this  statute,  that  circumstance  was  still  the  only  ground 
of  exclusion.  If,  therefore,  they  were  called  adversely  to  their  own 
interest,  or  their  interest  when  they  were  called  to  support  it  was  re- 
moved by  means  of  a  release,  or  the  objection  could  be  met  by  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  they  became  admissible. 

In  treating  upon  this  branch  of  the  enactment  it  will  perhaps  be 

»  Golding  v.  Mas,  5  Eep.  272 ;  Upton  v.  Curtis,  1  King.  (8  E.  C.  L.  R.)  210. 
•  King  v.  Baker,  2  Ad.  A  E.  (29  E.  C.  L.  R.)  333. 

p  Girdlestone  v.  McGotoan,  1  Car.  &  K.  (47  £.  G.  L.  R.)  702.    But  in  this  case 
King  v.  Baker,  2  Ad.  &  £.  (29  £.  G.  L.  R.)  333,  was  not  referred  to. 
'  Walker  v.  Giles,  2  Gar.  &  K.  (61  E.  G.  L.  R.)  671. 
'  Walker  v.  GUes  et  aL,  6  G.  B.  (60  E.  G.  L.  R.)  662. 
'  As  to  persons  who  were  inadmissible  on  this  ground  before,  see  ante,  p.  1 18. 
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better  to  consider  the  effect  of  the  word  ^Mmmediate/'  as  distinct 
from  ''individual"  in  the  first  place,  remembering  at  the  same  time 
that  both  of  these  terms  must  have  been  satisfied  in  order  to  exclude 
the  witness,  and  if  the  proceeding  were  not  brought  or  defended  on 
his  immediate,  as  well  as  his  individual  behalf  the  witness  was  com- 
petent. Now  although  there  was  no  presumption  in  favor  of  inca- 
pacity, yet  an  action  will  be  presumed  to  be  brought  on  behalf  of  the 
party  who  appears  to  be  principally  interested.'  Thus  an  action  by 
a  broker,  upon  a  contract  made  by  him  for  his  principal,  to  recover 
the  sum  due  under  that  contract,  though  it  include  the  broker's  com- 
mission is  evidently  an  action  brought  on  the  immediate  *be-  r*iQcn 
half  of  the  principal ;  and  since  the  passing  of  the  statute,  ^  -^ 
where  the  party  in  whose  name  the  action  was  brought,  and  the 
witness  bore  the  relation  of  trustee  and  cetstui  que  trust  to  each  other 
in  respect  of  the  matter  sought  to  be  recovered  in  the  action,  the 
latter  was  deemed  to  be  a  person  in  whose  immediate  behalf  the  action 
was  brought,  and  inadmissible  as  a  witness."*  So,  a  creditor  of  a 
bankrupt  was  held  (by  Wilde,  C.  J.)  inadmissible  as  a  witness  for  the 
assignees,  in  an  action  by  them  to  recover  money  paid  as  a  fraudulent 
preference,*  though  a  contrary  opinion  was  expressed  upon  this  ques- 
tion by  Pollock,  C.  B.^  And  where  the  action  was  brought  upon  a 
promissory  note  made  to  the  plaintiff,  a  member  of  a  joint-stock  com- 
pany, for  the  benefit  of  the  company,  another  member  of  the  company 
was  considered  by  Parke  and  Alderson,  BB.,  to  be  incompetent  for 
the  plaintiff.' 

In  Mill  V.  Kitching^^  which  was  an  action  by  a  ship-broker 
against  a  ship-owner,  for  his  commission  in  procuring  a  charter  for 
the  latter,  Cramond,  a  witness,  stated  that  the  defendant  applied  to 
him  to  procure  a  freight  for  his  vessel,  whereupon  he  introduced  him 
to  the  plaintiff;  that  the  negotiation  took  place  at  his  office,  but  he 
had  nothing  to  do  with  it,  and  had  no  claim  against  the  defendant ; 
but  pursuant  to  agreement  with  the  plaintiff  and  to  the  custom,  he 
should  receive  half  the  commission  from  the  plaintiff,  if  he  recovere<l. 
He  was  held  to  be  a  competent  witness,  not  being  within  the  excepted 
class.     ''If  it  had  appeared,"  said  Tindal,  G.  J.,  '^  that  the  plaintiff 

•  BeU  v.  Smith,  6  B.  &  C.  {11  E.  C.  L.  R.)  188. 

•  Wade  y.  Simeorij  2  C.  B.  (52  £.  C.  L.  K.)  342. 

«  Bdeher  v.  Brake,  2  Car.  &  K.  (61  E.  C.  L.  R.)  658. 

7  Johruon  v.  Graham,  2  Car.  &  K.  (61  £.  C.  L.  R.)  808  ]  and  see  Hart  v. 
Stephens,  6  Q.  B.  (51  £.  C.  L.  R.)  937. 
'  Clark  V.  Bell,  12  Jar.  421. 

•  3  C.  B.  (64  E.  C.  L.  R.)  299. 
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had  made  over  to  Gramond  a  moiety  of  the  commission,  then  I  should 
have  said  that  Gramond  was  a  person  in  whose  immediate  and  indi- 
vidual behalf  the  action  was  in  *part  brought.  But  that  is 
L  -J  not  so.  Gramond,  though  he  claims  a  moiety  of  the  commis' 
sion  under  a  separate  and  distinct  agreement  with  the  plaintiff,  has  no 
right  to  lay  his  hand  upon  any  portion  of  the  money  to  be  recovered 
in  this  action,  and  there  was  no  evidence  to  show  that  he  was  any 
party  to  the  bringing  of  the  action." 

The  rule  deducible  from  these  cases  and  observations  would  appear 
to  have  been,  that  a  witness  who  was  so  interested  in  the  thing  sued 
for,  whether  goods  or  money,  that  when  recovered  by  the  party  for 
whom  he  appeared,  it  would  be  his  property,  or  if  recovered  from 
the  party  for  whom  he  appeared,  he  (the  witness)  would  be  the  loser 
of  it  either  wholly  or  in  part ;  or  a  witness  who  had  set  the  suit  in 
motion,  or  actually  defended  it  by  employing  the  attorney,  being 
liable  to  him  for  the  costs,^  was  a  person  in  whose  immediate  and 
individual  behalf  the  action  was  brought  or  defended  within  this  ex- 
ception. 

On  the  construction  of  this  exception  it  was  also  decided,  that 
creditors  of  a  bankrupt  were  admissible  witnesses  for  the  defendant 
in  an  action  brought  by  the  bankrupt  against  his  assignee,  to  try 
the  validity  of  the  fiat ;  and  it  was  considered  immaterial  whether 
they  had,  or  had  not  proved  their  debts.°  And  in  an  action  by  the 
assignee,  the  bankrupt  himself  was  competent  to  prove  the  petition- 
ing creditor's  debt,*  or  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  or  any  other  matter 
to  support  the  fiat.*  For  the  same  reason,  a  legatee  of  money  charged 
on  land  was  admissible  as  a  witness,  to  support  the  will  giving  that 
land  to  the  defendant,  in  an  ejectment  brought  for  the  same  land 
under  another  will  devising  it  otherwise.'  So  the  possibility 
L  -I  *of  benefit  did  not  exclude  a  husband  from  giving  evidence 
for  the  administrator  of  his  wife,  in  an  action  brought  by  him  on  a 
promissory  note  given  to  the  wife  while  solCj  the  husband  having  no 
interest  in  the  amount  recovered  till  his  wife's  debts,  contracted  while 

*»  Walter  v.  Thompson,  cor,  Patterson,  J.,  Oxford  Summer  Assizes,  1845  j  see 
note  to  Bent  v.  Baker,  2  Smith  L.  C,  3d  ed.  54. 

^  Columbine  v.  Penhall,  19  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  302.  And  so  a  petitioning 
creditor  was  held  a  good  witness  to  support  the  fiat :  Johnson  v.  Graham^  2  G. 
&K.  (61  E.  C.  L.  R,)  808. 

*  Groom  v.  Watson,  19  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  C.  P.  364. 

•  UdaU  V.  Walton,  14  M.  k  W.  254. 

'  Doe  dem  Bengo  v.  NichoUs,  18  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  81. 
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unmarried,  were  paid/  In  an  action  likewise  of  trover^  for  two  pro- 
missory notes,  in  which  the  question  was,  whether  they  were  the  pro- 
perty of  the  plaintiff  or  of  one  Mytton,  and  the  defendant  asserted 
that  they  were  the  property  of  Mytton,  and  were  improperly  in  the 
possession  of  the  plaintiff,  whereupon  the  defendant,  as  Mytton's 
agent,  took  them  from  him  ;  Mytton  being  called  as  a  witness  for  the 
defendant  stated  on  the  voire  dire  that  he  had  not  indemnified  the  de- 
fendant, and  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  action.  It  was  thereupon 
objected  that  he  was  incompetent,  but  his  evidence  was  held  by  the 
court  to  have  been  rightly  admitted. 

A  mere  liability  also  to  answer  over  against  the  consequences  of 
an  action,  as  for  instance  that  of  a  sheriff's  officer,  for  whose  miscon- 
duct in  not  arresting  when  he  had  an  opportunity  an  action  was 
brought  against  the  sheriff,  did  not  render  such  a  witness  a  person  in 
whose  immediate  or  individual  behalf  the  action  was  defended  ;^  nor 
did  an  engagement  to  pay  half  the  costs  of  defending  the  action,  the 
witness  not  being  the  defendant's  partner,  nor  having  retained  the 
attorney.^ 

But,  in  order  to  exclude  the  witness,  the  action  must  have  been 
brought  or  defended  not  only  in  his  immediate  but  also  in  his  indi- 
vidual behalf,  either  wholly  or  in  part.  Looking  to  the  construc- 
tion put  upon  this  word  in  the  former  clause^  it  would  appear  to  have 
a  similar  operation  *in  this;  and  that  where  an  action  was 
brought  for  or  against  a  corporation  in  its  aggregate  name,  ^  -^ 
though  the  members  might  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  thing 
sought  to  be  recovered  in  their  corporate  or  collective  capacity,  or 
might  be  so  subjected  to  the  loss  which  an  adverse  verdict  might  en- 
tail, yet  the  members  were  competent  as  witnesses.  The  reason  for 
this  is  obvious  when  we  reflect  on  the  slight  interest  which  individuals 
so  situated  had  in  the  result. 

5thly.  "The  husband  or  wife  of  such  persons  respectively." 
This  is  the  last  exception,  and  refers  to  the  whole  of  the  other  ex- 
ceptions. 

«  Hart  V.  Stephens,  6  Q.  B.  (51  E.  C.  L.  R.)  937. 

^  ffeame  v.  Turner,  2  C.  B.  (52  E.  0.  L.  R.)  535. 

»  WiUan  V.  Magnay,  1  Car.  A  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  291 ;  Wheder  v.  Senior,  1 
Car.  k  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  293 ;  per  Wightman,  J.  Before  the  recent  statute 
he  would  certainly  have  been  inadmissible :  Groom  v.  Bradley,  8  C.  &  P.  (34 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  500 ;  per  Parke,  B. 

^  Sage  v.  Robinson,  3  Ex.  142. 

'  See  per  Parke,  B.,  Sinclair  v.  Sinclair,  13  M.  &  W.  640 ;  and  see  ante,  p. 
131,  and  the  oas^s  there  cited. 
10 
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The  law  has  ever  regarded  the  interest  of  husband  and  wife  as 
so  identical,  that  where  the  one  was  incapacitated"^  on  the  score  of 
interest,  the  other  could  not  give  evidence.  Thus,  in  an  action 
against  the  sheriff  to  recover  the  value  of  goods  which  had  been 
sold  by  him  under  an  execution  against  the  husband,  brought  by  the 
trustee  of  a  marriage  settlement  for  the  sole  and  separate  use  of  the 
wife,  the  husband  was  held  to  be  incompetent  as  a  witness  for  the 
plaintiff  to  show  that  the  goods  had  been  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff 
upon  that  trust."  So,  ^hen  a  woman,  against  whom  an  action  of  debt 
^as  brought,  pleaded  coverture,  her  husband  was  held  to  be  an  incom- 
petent witness  to  support  the  plea.*^  And,  in  an  action  of  trespass 
against  two  persons  for  seizing  the  plaintiff's  goods,  the  wife  of  one 
of  the  defendants  was  held  to  be  incompetent  as  a  witness  for  the 
other  to  prove  that  he  never  authorized  the  seizure,  and  this,  too, 
although  the  case  as  against  her  husband  was  clearly  proved.  Being 
sworn  to  speak  the  whole  truth,  she  *could  not  be  prevented 
^  ^  from  stating  facts  which  might  tend  to  acquit  her  busband, 
or  to  relieve  him.^  In  a  criminal  case,  also,  a  wife  could  not  be  ex- 
amined for  another  defendant  upon  a  charge  against  him  and  her 
husband,  for  example,  of  conspiracy,  where  the  acquittal  of  the  one 
might  enure  to  the  discharge  of  the  other  defendant.^  And  it  has 
even  been  held,  before  the  more  recent  act,  that  the  wife  of  one  pri- 
soner could  not  be  called  as  a  witness  to  prove  an  alibi  for  another 
prisoner  on  an  indictment  against  both  for  burglary,  inasmuch  as 
her  evidence,  by  impugning  the  evidence  of  a  witness  who  identified 
both  prisoners,  would  materially  impair  the  weight  of  his  evidence 
generally  with  the  jury ;  but  there  seems  to  be  a  stronger  reason 
than  this,  viz.,  that  she  would  be  sworn  to  speak  the  whole  truth,  and 
could  not  therefore  be  prevented  from  testifying  in  her  husband's  be- 
half.' The  effect  of  this  enactment  was  to  render  a  husband  or  wife 
competent,  though  interested  in  the  result,  in  all  cases  where  the  in- 
terest of  the  husband  or  wife  was  not  of  the  class  mentioned  in  the 
prior  exceptions.^ 

">  B.  N.  P.  286.  The  rule  that  the  husband  and  wife  shall  not  bear  eTidence 
against  each  other,  which  depends  upon  different  considerations,  together  with 
the  exception  to  it,  has  boen  already  adverted  to. 

■  DavU  V.  Dinwoody,  4  T.  R.  678. 

•  WoodgaU  v.  Po«»,  2  0.  &  K.  (61  E.  C.  L.  R.)  457. 

P  Hawkesworth  v.  Showier,  12  M.  A  W.  45.  '  R,  v.  Locker,  5  Esp.  107. 

'  Rex  V.  Smith,  1  Mood.  C.  C.  289  j  but  see  R,  v.  SOU,  1  C.  &  K.  (47  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  494,  contra, 

^  The  rale  before  the  statate  was  not  confined  tQ  the  cases  when  the  husband 
or  wife  is  a  party,  but  wherever  either  would  be  incompetent  as  an  interested 


INTEREST — 6   &   7   VICT.   0.    85— EXCEPTION    5.         139 

This  exception  becomes  most  important  for  consideration  with  a 
view  to  the  last  enactment  upon  this  subject,  which  we  shall  now 

witnesa  the  other  is  so  likewise :  Griffin  v.  Brown^  2  Pick.  304 ;  Leggett  v.  Boyd, 
3  Wend.  376  •,  ffcdl  v.  Dargan,  4  Ala.  696  ;  Seigling  v.  Main,  1  McMull.  252 ; 
Abbott  V.  ClarkCj  19  Vt.  444 ;  Edwards  v.  Pitts,  3  Strobh.  140 ;  Bisbing  v. 
Graham^  2  Harr.  14 ;  Piper  v.  Lodge,  16  S.  &  R.  214  ;  Carpenter  v.  Moon,  43 
Vt.  392 ;  Young  v.  Gilman,  46  N.  H.  484 ;  Carpenter  ▼.  White,  46  Barb.  291  ; 
OuU  V.  fferwig,  18  La.  Ann.  315;  Leach  v.  Fowler's  devisees,  22  Ark.  143; 
Marshfnan  v.  Conklin,  2  Green  282 ;  Cramer  ▼.  Bedford,  Ibid.  367 ;  Galway  v. 
Futterton,  Ibid.  389 :  IFomacA  v.  Mc  Quarry,  28  Ind.  103  ;  Farrell  v.  Ledwell,  21 
Wis.  182 ;  Z«ZZy  v.  Drew,  12  Allen  107. 

A  husband  and  wife  jointly  sued  or  suing  may  each  testify  in  his  or  her  own 
behalf  only :  Albaugh  v.  James,  29  Ind.  398 ;  Lowe  y.  Hughes,  Ibid.  399  ;  Crane 
Y.  Buchanan,  Ibid.  570.  A  plaintiff's  wife  is  not  a  competent  witness  for  the 
defendant :  Blain  y.  Patterson,  47  N.  H.  523.  But  see  Dyer  y.  Homer,  22  Pick. 
253,  where  it  was  decided  that  although  the  effect  of  a  husband's  testimony 
may  be  to  increase  a  fund  giyen  to  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife  and  the 
income  of  which  is  to  be  paid  oyer  to  her  for  her  sole  use,  and  upon  her  own 
receipts  under  her  hand,  he  is  not  therefore  an  incompetent  witness,  his  interest 
being  contingent  Contra,  that  the  husband  cannot  be  a  witness  either  for  or 
against  his  wife,  in  a  suit  concerning  her  separate  estate :  Warr^  y.  Dyott,  2 
Edw.  Gh.  Rep.  497  ;  Hosack  y.  Rogers,  8  Paige  229 ;  Burrdl  y.  Bull,  3  Sandf. 
Ch.  15;  Hodges  y.  Bank,  13  Ala.  455 ;  Footman  y.  Pendergrass,  2  Strobh.  Eq. 
317;  Mayrant  y.  Guignard,  3  Strobh.  Eq.  112;  Williamson  y.  Morton,  2  Md. 
Ch.  94 ;  Snyder  y.  Snyder,  6  Binn.  483.  Although  the  husband  might  bo  com- 
petent as  called  to  testify  against  his  own  interest,  and  be  compellable  to  do  so, 
yet  the  wife  will  not  be  competent,  and  this  is  peculiarly  on  the  ground  of 
policy  to  preyent  that  discord  and  dissension  which  would  otherwise  be  likely 
to  arise  between  the  parties.  Therefore  if  one  of  two  or  more  defendants  in 
equity  suffers  the  bill  be  taken  pro  confesso,  and  other  defendants  answer,  the 
wife  of  the  defaulted  defendant  is  not  a  good  witness  for  the  complainant:  Spar- 
hawk  y.  BueU,  9  Vt.  41 ;  see  HadUy  y.  Chapin,  11  Paige  245.  A  wife  may  be 
admitted  as  a  witness  against  her  husband  in  an  indictment  for  a  criminal  offence 
eommitted  by  him  against  her :  State  y.  Davis,  3  Brey.  3.  But  only  when  it  is 
an  injury  to  her  person,  not  when  it  is  to  wrong  her  in  her  property,  as  by  sub- 
ornation of  perjury  :  People  y.  Carpenter,  9  Barb.  S.  C.  580;  Staie  y.  Dyei*,  59 
Me.  303;  Comm,  y.  Reid,  1  Campb.  182;  People  y.  Northrop,  50  Barb.  147. 
The  wife  is  competent  to  proye  desertion  by  her  husband :  State  y.  Brown,  67 
N.  C.  470.  The  second  wife  is  a  competent  witness  on  the  trial  of  her  husband 
far  bigamy  or  unlawful  cohabitation :  Finney  y.  Staie,  3  Head  544.  As  to  com- 
petency of  husband  and  wife  in  criminal  cases,  see  State  y.  Moulton,  48  N. 
H.  4S5 ;  Parsons  y.  People,  21  Mich.  509.  The  wife  of  a  joint  defendant  not  on 
^al  18  competent  for  the  others  :  State  y.  Drawdy,  14  Rich.  87.  The  wife  of  an 
accessory  to  a  battery  is  competent  for  the  principal.  The  legal  effect  of  an 
acquittal  of  one  of  the  indicted  parties  is  not  an  acquittal  of  the  other :  StcUe  y. 
Mooney,  64  N.  C.  54*.  When  an  accomplice  and  his  wife  are  witnesses  for  the 
prosecution  in  a  criminal  trial,  the  wife  is  competent  to  proye  any  independent 
facts  not  sworn  to  by  her  husband  and  not  forming  any  part  of  his  acta, 
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proceed  to  discuss;  and  as  it  defines  the  persons  falling  within  it  by 
reference  to  the  preceding  exceptions,  it  has  rendered  it  necessary 

although  those  facts  fasten  a  guilty  knowledge  on  the  defendant :  United  States 
y.  Horn,  5  Blatchf.  102.  When  trials  on  an  indictment  are  separate  the  wife 
may  testify  against  any  one  other  than  her  husband ;  except  in  cases  where  the 
acquittal  of  one  defendant  works  the  acquittal  of  the  rest,  as  in  conspiracy : 
United  States  t.  Addaie,  6  Blatchf.  76.  So  she  is  a  competent  witness  for  him 
to  disprove  the  charge :  State  v.  Neill,  6  Ala.  685.  The  husband  having  been 
examined  for  the  State,  the  wife  is  a  competent  witness  on  the  other  side,  to 
show  that  the  husband  testified  under  a  bias  against  the  defendant  but  not  to 
contradict  him :  Cornelius  v.  State,  7  £ngl.  782.  The  wife  who  keeps  her 
husband's  books  is  a  competent  witness  to  prove  his  book  of  original  entries : 
Littlejield  v.  Rice,  10  Mete.  287.  The  principle  of  necessity  which  enables  a 
party  to  prove  the  contents  of  a  lost  trunk  applies  to  the  wife,  and  renders  her 
also  a  competent  witness  in  such  a  case:  McGill  v.  Rowand,  3  Barr  451. 

After  a  divorce,  or  death,  neither  will  be  permitted  to  testify  against  the 
other  in  respect  to  transactions  which  occurred  during  the  coverture :  Barnes  v. 
Camack,  1  Barb.  392 ;  Cook  v.  Grange,  18  Ohio  526 ;  Gaskill  v.  King,  12  Ired. 
21 1 ;  Bradford  v.  Williams,  2  Md.  Ch.  1  •,  Hay  v.  Hay,  3  Rich.  Eq.  384 ;  Crook 
V.  Henry,  25  Wis.  569 ;  Rea  v.  Tucker,  51  111.  110.  A  wife  after  the  death  of 
her  husband  is  competent  to  prove  facts  coming  to  her  knowledge  from  other 
sources  than  by  means  of  her  situation  as  wife,  notwithstanding  they  relate  to 
the  transactions  of  her  husband :  Wells  v.  Tucker,  3  Binn.  366 ;  Cornell  v. 
Vanartsdalen,  4  Barr  374 ;  Chambers  v.  Spencer,  5  Watts  404.  As  a  general 
rule  the  wife  can  be  a  witness  when  the  husband  can ;  thus  she  is  as  competent 
as  he  to  testify  to  the  contents  of  a  lost  trunk :  Illinois  Railroad  Co.  v.  Ta!/lor, 
323 ;  Same  v.  Copeiand,  Ibid.  332.  In  the  trial  of  a  complaint  against  a  man 
for  an  assault  and  battery  upop  his  wife,  she  is  a  competent  witness  in  his  favor: 
Comm.  V.  Murphy,  4  Allen  491.  .Communications  between  husband  and  wife 
are  privileged,  even  after  the  husband's  death :  Gray  v.  Cole,  5  Harring.  418 ; 
Lingo  v.  State,  29  Ga.  470 ;  Walker  v.  Sanhom,  46  Me.  470.  The  testimony  of 
a  wife,  the  only  tendency  of  which  is  to  discredit  her  husband,  is  not  admis- 
sible :  Keaton  v.  McGwier,  24  Ga.  217.  A  husband  cannot,  in  a  collateral  pro- 
ceeding, give  testimony  which  directly  charges  the  wife  with  an  offence,  although 
she  has  been  tried  and  acquitted  of  it :  State  v.  Wilson,  2  Yroom  77.  The  pre- 
sumption of  marriage  arising  from  the  fact  of  cohabitation  is  not  such  as  to 
render  the  woman  incompetent  on  the  man^s  trial  for  crime :  Hill  v.  State,  41 
Ga.  484 ;  DennU  v.  Crittenden,  42  N.  Y.  542 ;  Flanagin  v.  State,  25  Ark.  92, 
When  the  husband  and  wife  are  competent  witnesses  for  but  not  against  each 
other  in  criminal  cases,  when  the  wife  is  examined  on  behalf  of  her  husband 
she  cannot  be  cross-examined :  Griffin  v.  State,  32  Tex.  164 ;  contra,  Creamer  v. 
State,  34  Tex.  173.  As  to  when  husband  and  wife  are  competent  for  each 
other  under  statute,  see  Robison  v.  Robison,  44  Ala.  227  ;  Howler  v.  Harding, 
33  Ind.  176 ;  Blake  v.  Lord,  82  Mass.  387 ;  Peaslee  v.  McLoon,  82  Mass.  488 ; 
BrefD  V.  Matthews,  101  Ibid.  64 ;  Morony  v.  O^Laughlin^  102  Ibid.  184 ;  Traxton 
V.  Hawes,  Ibid.  533;  Baxter  v.  Boston  R,  R.  Co.,  Ibid.  383;  Bunker  v.  Bennett, 
103  Ibid.  516;  Yeager  y.  Weaver,  14  P.  F.  Smith  425;  Musser  y.  Gardner,  16 
Ibid.  242 ;  Rowl^  v.  McHugh,  Ibid.  269 ;  Litchfield  v.  MerriU,  102  Mass.  520 ; 
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to  afford  an  explanation  of  the  whole  of  them,  which  might  otherwise 
have  been  partially  dispensed  with. 

Shortly  after  the  passing  of  Lord  Denman's  Act,  the  statute  for 
the  establishment  of  County  Courts,  which  superseded  a  large  num- 
ber of  minor  tribunals  where  the  objection  to  the  admissibility  of  wit- 
nesses on  the  score  of  interest  was  not  allowed  to  prevail,  was  pro- 
mulgated; and  by  this  it  was  provided,  that  in  those  new  Courts, 
not  only  the  parties,  but  their  wives  and  all  other  persons, 
♦should  be  witnesses  on  either  side.'  This  paved  the  way  '-  -» 
for  the  introduction  by  Lord  Brougham  of  the  last  and  most  sweep- 
ing measure  upon  the  subject  of  the  inadmissibility  of  witnesses  on 
the  ground  of  interest,  viz.,  the  recent  ''Act  to  amend  the  Law  of 
Evidence."^  This  statute,  after  reciting  that  ''whereas  it  is  expe- 
dient to  amend  the  law  of  evidence  in  divers  particulars,"  enacts** 
"  that  so  much  of  sect.  1  of  the  Act  of  the  6th  and  7th  years  of 
Her  present  Majesty,  chap.  85,  as  provides  that  the  said  Act  shall 
not  render  competent  any  party  to  any  suit,  action,  or  proceeding, 
individually  named  in  the  record,  or  any  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  or 
tenant  of  premises  sought  to  be  recovered  in  ejectment,  or  the  land- 
lord or  other  person  in  whose  right  any  defendant  in  replevin  may 
make  cognizance,  or  any  person  in  whose  immediate  and  individual 
behalf  any  action  may  be  brought  or  defended,  either  wholly  or  in 
part,  is  hereby  repealed."  It  then  proceeds*  to  enact  that  "  on  the 
trial  of  any  issue  joined  or  of  any  matter  or  question,  or  on  any 
inquiry  arising  in  any  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding  in  any  court 
of  justice ;  or  before  any  person  having  by  law,  or  by  consent  of  par- 
ties, authority  to  hear,  receive  and  examine  evidence,  the  parties 
thereto,  and  the  persons  on  whose  behalf  any  such  suit,  action  or  other 
proceeding  may  be  brought  or  defended,  shall,  except  as  hereinafter 
excepted,  be  competent  and  compellable  to  give  evidence,  either  vivd 
voce  or  by  deposition  according  to  the  practice  of  the  court,  on  behalf 
of  either  or  any  of  the  parties  to  the  said  suit,  action  or  other  pro- 

•  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95,  8.  83.  » 14  &  15  Vict.  c.  90. 

•  Sect  1.  *  Sect.  2. 

Baxter  X,  Knowlts,  12  Allen  114;  Bliss  v.  Franklin^  13  Allen  244;  Bush  v. 
Sacagty  Ibid.  408 ;  Phares  v.  Barbour,  49  III.  370 ;  Packard  v.  Reynolds,  100 
Mass.  153.  Under  statutes :  Jackson  v.  Jackson,  40  Ga.  150 ;  Mclniyre  v.  Mddrom, 
Ibid.  490 ;  Rice  v.  Keith,  63  N.  C.  319 ;  Manhy  v.  Eakin,  15  Rich.  (Law)  324 ; 
Kyle  V.  Frost,  29  Ind.  382 ;  Magness  v.  Walker,  26  Ark.  470 ;  Matteson  v.  New 
York  R.  R.  Co,^  62  Barb.  364;  Fugate  v.  Pierce,  49  Mo.  441 ;  Bast  v.  Anspach, 
1  Camp.  25 ;  Jones  v.  Simpson,  59  Me.  180 ;  Steen  v.  State,  20  Ohio  St.  333. 
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ceeding."  By  way  of  exception,  however,  to  these  general  provisions, 
it  is  declared  that  ^'nothing  herein  contained  shall  render  any  person 
who'  in  any  criminal  proceeding  is  charged  with  the  commission  of  any 
indictable  offence,  or  any  offence  punishable  on  summary  *con- 
"-  ^  viction,  competent  or  compellable  to  give  evidence  for  or 
against  himself  or  herself,  or  shall  render  any  person  compellable  to 
answer  any  question  tending  to  criminate  himself  or  herself;  or  shall 
in  any  criminal  proceeding  render  any  husband  competent  or  compel- 
lable to  give  evidence  for  or  against  his  wife,  or  any  wife  competent 
or  compellable  to  give  evidence  for  or  against  her  husband."  And 
also'  that  ^^  nothing  herein  contained  shall  apply  to  any  action,  suit, 
proceeding,  or  bill,  in  any  Court  of  Common  Law,  or  in  any  Ecclesi- 
astical Court,  or  in  either  House  of  Parliament,  instituted  in  conse- 
quence of  adultery,  or  to  any  action  for  breach  of  promise  of 
marriage." 

By  the  first  section  therefore  of  this  enactment  it  will  be  found,  on 
reference  to  Lord  Denmans  Act,  that  the  whole  of  the  exceptions 
contained  in  it,  save  the  last  which  related  to  the  husbands  and 
wives  of  the  parties  mentioned  in  all  the  exceptions,  was  repealed, 
and  the  general  enabling  clause  which  that  Act  contained  would 
have  prevailed.  It  therefore  became  requisite  to  limit  its  opera- 
tion by  the  two  last  sections  above  quoted;  and  in  order  to  put 
an  end  to  all  questions,  as  well  to  render  parties  compellable  by 
their  adversaries  or  other  parties  to  give  evidence,  the  second  sec- 
tion seems  to  have  been  introduced.  The  exception  therefore  in 
the  prior  enactment  as  to  the  evidence  of  husbands  and  wives  in  the 
instances  mentioned  in  it,  and  the  two  clauses  above  quoted  from  the 
last  statute,  are  the  only  remnants  of  the  ancient  rule  upon  this  sub- 
ject ;  and  all  other  persons  are  now  admissible  as  witnesses  without 
reference  to  any  interest  they  may  possess.  With  regard  to  those 
two  clauses,  the  reasons  for  excluding  the  persons  falling  within  them 
are  so  obvious,  and  their  language  is  so  explicit,  as  to  render  further 
explanation  superfluous ;  but,  with  regard  to  the  other  exception, 
there  has  already  been  considerable  discussion,  and  some  difference  of 
opinion.* 

*  Whether  the  exclusion  of  the  evidence  of  the  wife  at 
^  -*  common  law  depended  upon  the  identity  of  interest  between 
her  and  her  husband,  or  upon  the  interest  which  society  has  to  pre- 
serve the  peace  and  confidence  of  families,  has  been  strongly  disputed. 

y  Sect  3.  •  Sect.  4. 

•  See  Stapleton  v.  Croft,  16  Jur.  408. 
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Whichever  be  the  foundation  of  the  rule,  the  legislature  seems  to  have 
thought  that  the  question  of  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence  of  hus* 
bands  and  vrives,  for  or  against  one  another,  involved  other  considera- 
tions than  that  of  mere  interest,  and  purposely  to  have  omitted  this 
exception  from  the  repeal  effected  by  the  1st  section.  It  is,  however, 
singular  that,  either  from  inadvertence  or  for  some  reason  which  it  is 
diiScuIt  to  comprehend  in  the  subsequent  section,  which  provides  that 
parties  and  persons  on  whose  behalf  the  action  is  brought  shall  be 
competent  and  compellable  to  give  evidence,  there  is  no  qualification 
whatever :  and  the  result  is,  that  under  that  provision,  where  the  hus- 
band and  wife  are  parties  to  the  action  or  suit,  they  may  both  give 
evidence.  Thus,  where  goods  were  supplied  to  a  wife  before  mar- 
riage, and  the  husband  and  wife  were  sued  for  the  price,  they  were 
both  allowed  to  give  evidence  for  the  defence.^  But  if  the  case  does 
not  fall  within  that  section,  and  both  the  husband  and  wife  are  not 
parties,  it  has  now  been  decided*  that  in  civil  proceedings  the  excep- 
tion in  Lord  Denman's  Act  prevails,  and  the  old  rule  of  exclusion 
applies,  and  as  expressed  by  Parke,  B.,"^  ^'  The  wife  is  not  a  competent 
witness  in  a  civil  suit  to  which  her  husband  is  a  party.  She  was  incom- 
petent in  such  cases  by  the  common  law,  and  I  do  not  stop  to  inquire 
whether  that  was  simply  on  the  ground  of  interest  or  of  the  relation- 
ship between  the  parties,  though  the  latter  is  the  reason  usually 
assigned  in  the  books,  and  it  is  clear  that  by  the  recent  Law  of  Evi- 
dence Act,  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99,  it  was  never  meant  that  the 
*wife  should  be  a  competent  witness  for  or  against  her  hus- 
band." L  ^^^J 

If,  however,  the  adversary  do  not  object,  it  would  seem  that  the 
husband  or  wife  might  be  examined,  and  perhaps  the  judge  could  not 
reject  the  evidence ;  but  after  the  party  has  once  objected,  it  is  en- 
tirely in  the  discretion  of  the  judge  whether  he  will  allow  the  objec- 
tion to  be  withdrawn.* 

Unless  the  interest  of  the  witness  was  apparent  from  the  record 
itself  or  from  the  admission  of  the  adversary,  it  lay  with  the  party 
making  the  objection  to  establish  it'  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  judge,' 

^  ChrUiian  v.  ffanoood  et  ux,,  cor.  Pollock,  C.  B.,  London  Sittings  after  M. 
T.  1851. 

*  Siapleton  v.  Croft,  16  Jur.  408,  dissentiente,  Erie,  J. ;  Barhat  v.  Allen^  21 
L.  J.,  Ex.  154. 

*  Barhat  v.  AUen^  21  L.  J.,  Ex.  154. 

*  Barhat  v.  Allen,  supra, 

^Doedem.  Norton  v.  Wehster,  12  Ad.  &  E.  (40  E.  C.  L.  R.)  442;  Bunier  v. 
Warre,  1  B.  &  C.  (8  B.  C.  L.  R.)  689. 
'  The  judge  at  nisiprius  is  the  person  to  decide,  both  as  to  the  facts  and  the 
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either  by  the  examination  of  the  witness  on  the  voire  dire  or  by  inde- 
pendent evidence.^ 

Notwithstanding  the  primd  fade  appearance  of  interest  on  the 
part  of  the  witness  on  the  face  of  the  record,  it  was  held  his  evidence 
ought  not  to  be  rejected  without  examining  him  on  the  voire  dire  as 
to  his  real  situation.*  The  witness  might  be  examined  generally  as 
to  his  situation,  *and  even  as  to  the  contents  of  written 
L  -»  documents  which  were  not  produced  ;^  for  the  party  object- 
ing could  not  know  previously  that  the  witness  would  be  called,  and 
consequently  might  not  be  prepared  with  the  best  evidence  to  estab- 
lish his  objection ;  and  in  like  manner  his  competency  might  be  re- 
stored by  his  parol  evidence  on  the  voire  dire}  ^  If  the  witness  dis- 
charged himself  on  the  voire  dire^  the  party  who  objected  might  still 
afterwards  support  his  objection  by  evidence;"*  but  in  so  doing  the 

law,  on  a  question  as  to  the  competency  of  a  witness :  Doe  dem,  Norton  v.  Web' 
Bter,  12  Ad.  &  E.  (40  E.  C.  L.  R.)  442. 

^  Formerly  it  was  necessary  to  have  the  witness  sworn  on  the  voire  dire,  and 
to  take  the  objection  before  he  was  sworn  in  chief,  but  the  rule  has  been  relaxed 
for  the  sake  of  conTenience :  Turner  v.  Pearte,  1  T.  R.  717.  The  witness  may 
be  examined  on  the  voire  dire  in  criminal  as  well  as  civil  cases :  R,  v.  Muscotj 
10  Mod.  192;  see  Lord  Lovafs  case,  18  How.  St.  Tr.  530.  In  R.  v.  Wakefield 
and  other 9 y  2  Lew.  Cr.  G.  279,  on  an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy  to  carry  away 
Miss  Turner  and  marry  her  to  one  of  the  defendants,  on  an  objection  taken  by 
the  defendants  to  the  competency  of  Miss  T.,  on  the  ground  that  she  was 
married  to  one  of  the  defendants,  Hullock,  B.,  held  that  the  proper  course  was 
first  to  examine  Miss  T.  on  the  voire  dire^  and  afterwards  to  adduce  collateral 
evidence. 

«  Bunter  v.  Warre,  1  B.  &  C.  (8  E.  C.  L.  R.)  689 ;  Goodhay  v.  Hendry,  Mood. 
k  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  319 ;  Carlile  v.  Eady,  1  C.  &  P.  (12  E.  C.  L.  R.)  234 ; 
lAinnis  V.  Row,  10  Ad.  &  E.  (37  E.  C.  L.  R.)  606 ;  Quarterman  v.  Cox,  8  C.  & 
P.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  97  ;  Hartshorn^,  Watson,  5  Ring.  N.  C.  (35  E.  C.  L.  R.)  477. 

^  R,  V.  Gisburn,  15  East  57  ;  Howell  v.  Locke,  2  Camp.  14  j  Lunnis  v.  Row, 
10  Ad.  &  E.  (37  E.  C.  L.  R  )  606. 

*  R,  y.  Oisburn,  15  East  57 ;  Brockbank  v.  Anderson,  7  M.  &  G.  (49  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  295;  and  see  Botham  v.  Swingler,  1  Esp.  0.  164;  Butcher's  Company  y. 
Jones,  Ibid.  160. 

™  In  R,  ▼.  Muscot,  10  Mod.  192,  Parker,  G.  J.,  is  reported  to  have  stated  that 
a  party  has  his  election  to  prove  the  interest  of  the  witness  either  by  examina- 
tion on  the  voire  dire  or  by  evidence,  but  that  he  could  not  do  both :  and  see 
Lord  Lovafs  ease,  18  How.  St.  T.  530. 

^  Stebbins  v.  Sacketi,  5  Conn.  258  ;  Miller  v.  Mariners  Church,  7  Greenl.  51 ; 
Hays  V.  Richardson,  1  Gill  &  Johns.  366 ;  Mayo  v.  Oray,  2  Penna.  837 ;  Fifield 
v.  Smith,  8  Shep.  383. 

>  But  the  better  opinion  in  the  United  States  is  that  a  party  putting  a  witness 
on  his  voire  dire  is  bound  by  his  answers  and  cannot  establish  his  incompetency 
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objecting  party  Yras  bound  by  the  n^ual  rules  of  evidence,  and  could 
not  inquire  as  to  the  contents  of  a  written  instrument  without  pro- 
ducing it,  or  proving  the  usual  preparatory  steps.*^ 

The  objection  to  competency  ought  properly  to  be  taken  in  the 
first  instance,  previously  to  an  examination  in  chief  ;^  where  it  is  dis- 
covered incidentally  in  the  course  of  the  cause  that  the  witness  is  in- 
admissible, his  evidence  will  be  struck  out,  although  no  objection  has 

'  Howell  V.  Locke,  2  Camp.  14. 

•  HarUhome  v.  Wilson,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  (35  E.  C.  L.  R.)  477.  The  ancient  doc- 
trine on  this  head  was  so  strict,  that  if  a  witnes  were  once  even  sworn  in  chief 
he  could  not  afterwards  be  objected  to  on  the  ground  of  interest ;  but  this  rule 
has  been  relaxed ;  see  Jacobs  v.  Labom,  infra  note.^ 

■ 

aliunde :  and  vice  versa,  if  he  fails  in  the  proof  aliunde,  he  cannot  resort  to  the 
examination  on  the  voire  dire.  It  is  however  always  open  to  the  party  to  adduce 
evidence  of  interest  in  the  witness  with  a  view  to  impeaclring  his  credibility 
with  the  jury:  Mifflin  v.  Bingham,  1  Dall.  272;  Mallet  v.  Mallet,  1  Root  501 ; 
McAllister  y.  Williams,  1  Overt.  107,  119 ;  Bridge  v.  Wellington,  1  Mass.  219 ; 
Chance  v.  Mine,  6  Conn.  231 ;  Dorr  v.  Osgood,  2  Tyler  28 ;  Bisbee  v.  Hall,  3 
Hamm.  449 ;  Welden  v.  Buck,  Anth.  9 ;  Walker  y.  Sawyer,  13  N.  H.  191 ; 
Schnader  v.  Schnader,  2  Cas.  384.  Contra,  Stebbins  v.  Sackett,  5  Conn.  258. 
A  witness,  who  is  objected  to  because  of  interest,  may  be  examined  on  his  voire 
dire  or  bis  interest  may  be  shown  by  other  witnesses,  but  resort  cannot  be  had 
to  both  sources ;  nor  can  the  witness  objected  to  be  called  to  contradict  those 
who  have  testified  to  his  disqualification:  Diversy  v.  Will,  28  111.  216 ;  Young  v. 
Cook,  15  La.  Ann.  126.  Declarations  of  a  witness  before  he  is  called  do  not 
disqualify  him.  The  interest  of  a  witness  in  the  event  of  the  suit  should  be 
established  on  his  voire  dire  or  by  other  testimony :  Waughop  v.  Week,  22  111. 
350 ;  Rich  v.  Eldredge,  42  N.  H.  153.  A  witness  not  interested  but  who  believes 
himself  to  be  so  is  competent :  Stallings  v.  Carson,  2A  Ga.  423.  If  the  witnesses 
competency  is  impeached  aliunde,  it  must  be  sustained  aliunde.  The  party  pro- 
ducing him  is  not  entitled  to  put  him  on  his-ootr^  dire:  Wright  v.  Mathews,  2 
Blackf.  187 ;  The  Watchman,  Ware  232 ;  Anderson  v.  Young,  9  Harris  443 ; 
Haynes  v.  Hunsicker,  2  Cas.  58.  When  a  party  has  attempted  to  exclude  a 
witness  produced  against  him,  by  evidence  from  others  of  his  interest  and  has 
failed,  the  judge,  in  his  discretion,  may  permit  him  to  examine  such  witness  on 
the  voire  dire;  but  it  is  doubtful  whether  this  may  be  claimed  as  a  right :  Butler 
V.  Tufts,  1  Shep.  302.  Where  a  mere  offer  has  been  made  to  prove  a  witness 
interested,  he  may  still  be  examined  on  his  voire  dire  when  the  testimony  offered 
was  overruled :  Main  v.  Newson,  Anth.  11.  If  the  interest  of  a  witness  appears 
from  bis  own  testimony  he  may  testify  to  facts  which  will  remove  the  objection  ; 
aliier,  when  his  interest  is  otherwise  shown :  Montgomery  Plank  Road  Co,  v. 
WAh,  27  Ala.  618.  If  however  the  interest  appears  of  record  or  on  the  face  of 
the  instrument  sued  on,  he  is  incompetent  to  prove  his  own  release :  Hiscox  v. 
Hendree,  Ibid.  216.  When  the  interest  of  a  witness  as  partner  of  the  plaintiff 
is  shown  by  evidence  aliunde  after  he  has  been  examined  he  cannot  be  recalled 
to  restore  his  testimony  on  his  voire  dire :  Robinson  v.  Turner,  3  Iowa  540. 


144  EXAMINATION    OF    WITNESSES    IN    CHIEF. 

been  made  to  him  on  the  voire  dire?  ^  Yet  it  seems  that  a  party  who 
is  cognizant  of  the  objection  of  the  witness  at  the  time  when  he  is 
called,  ought  to  make  his  objection  in  the  first  instance,  according  to 
-^  the  general  principle.'*  *Thi8  seems  to  be  a  matter  entirely 
*-  ^  within  the  discretion  of  the  court.  Where  the  witnesss,  hav- 
ing been  examined,  had  left  the  box,  but  on  being  recalled  answered 
a  question  put  by  the  court,  from  which  it  appeared  that  he  was  in- 
terested, it  was  held  that  his  competency  could  not  then  be  disputed.' 
And  where  a  witness  had  been  examined  and  cross-examined  or  inter- 
rogated without  objection,  it  was  held  that  the  objection  to  competency 
could  not  be  taken  at  the  trial.'  The  courts  will  not,  it  seems,  grant 
a  new  trial  on  the  mere  ground  that  it  has  been  discovered,  subse- 
quently to  the  trial,  that  some  of  the  witnesses  were  inadmissible.^ 
If  the  evidence  of  a  witness  be  improperly  admitted  or  rejected,  the 
court  will  grant.a  new  trial,  unless  perhaps  it  be  perfectly  clear  that 
its  admission  or  rejection  could  have  had  no  effect  on  the  verdict,  or 
the  court  beyond  all  doubt,  if  the  verdict  had  been  the  other  way, 
would  have  set  it  aside  as  improper,  or  where  it  related  only  to  par- 
ticular issues ;  and  as  to  them  the  verdict  has  either  been  found  for 
the  objector  in  favor  of  the  party  applying  for  the  new  trial,"  or  the 
other  party  consents  that  it  shall  be  so  entered. 

P  Per  Lord  EUenborough,  Howdl  v.  Locke,  2  Gamp.  14 ;  Perigal  v.  Nicholsanf 
1  Wightw.  64. 

4  Turner  v.  Pearte,  1  T.  R.  717.  But  the  doctrine  in  the  text  has  been  much 
shaken  in  Jacobs  y.  Laybom,  II  M.  &  W.  685,  where  a  witness  for  the  defendant 
after  answering  several  questions  upon  examination  in  chief,  was  stopped  by 
the  plaintiff's  counsel,  and  in  answer  to  his  questions  acknowledged  that  he  was 
answerable  to  the  defendant's  attorney  for  the  costs.  It  was  held  by  the  court 
in  banc  that  the  objection  to  his  competency  was  not  too  late,  and  Lord  Abinger, 
C.  B.,  there  observed,  that  a  counsel  may  wait  and  see  whether  the  witness  will 
speak  the  truth,  and  if  he  finds  he  does  not,  then  he  may  examine  him  on  the 
voire  dire,  and  exclude  his  testimony. 

'  Beeching  v.  Gower,  Holt  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  313 ;  Wollaston  v.  Hakewill,  3 
M.  &.  G.  (42  E.  C.  L.  R.)  297  ;  Fdlingham  v.  Sparrow,  9  DowL  P.  C.  141 ;  Dewd- 
ney  v.  Palmer,  4  M.  &  W.  664. 

■  OgU  V.  Paleaki,  Holt  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  485. 

*  Turner  v.  Pearte,  1  T.  R.  717  ;  see  note  (m).  But,  if  there  were  anything 
like  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  party  producing  the  witness,  the  court  will  inter- 
fere :   Wadey.  Simeon,  2  C.  B.  (52  E.  G.  L.  R.)  342. 

"  Wright  v.  Doe  dem.  Tatham,  7  Ad.  &  E.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  330 ;  Crease  v. 
Barrett,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  919 ;  De  Butzen  v.  Farr,  4  Ad.  &  E.  (31  E.  G.  L.  R.)  53 ; 
Horford  v.  Wils<m,  1  Taunt.  12 ;  and  Edwards  v.  Evans,  3  East  451. 

^  See  ante,  p.  115,  note. 
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*III.   The  mode  of  examination  in  chief — Cross-exami-  p^- ,^     *^aai 
natioUy — and  re-examination  of  witnesses.  ^  -^ 


UpoD  the  examination  of  a  Yritness  in  chief,  the  principal  rule  to 
be  observed  is,  that  leading  questions  are  not  to  be  asked ;  that  is, 
questions  -which  suggest  to  a  witness  the  answer  which  he  is  to  make. 
"Where  a  witness  is  too  ready  to  serve  the  cause  of  his  party,  and 
willing  to  adopt  and  assert  what  may  be  suggested  for  his  benefit, 
objections  to  questions  of  this  nature  are  of  the  highest  importance ; 
but  where  the  matter  to  which  the  witness  is  examined  is  merely  in- 
troductory of  that  which  is  material,  it  is  frequently  desirable  to  lead 
his  mind  directly  to  the  subject ;  and  where  he  is  examined  as  to 
material  facts,  it  is  in  general  necessary,  to  some  extent,  to  do  this. 
Questions  to  which  the  answer  yes  or  no  would  be  conclusive,  would 
certainly  be  objectionable;  and  so  would  any  question  which  plainly 
suggested  to  the  witness  the  answer  which  the  party,  or  his  counsel 
hoped  to  extract.*  Where  a  witness  betrays  a  forwardness  to  serve 
the  party  for  whom  he  is  called,  but  does  not  know  how  best  to  effect 
his  object,  it  is  most  essential  to  justice  that  he  should  not  be 
prompted.  And  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  answers  extracted  by  such 
improper  means  are  of  little  advantage  in  general  to  the  party  in 
whose  favor  they  are  given,  since  evidence  obtained  from  a  partial 
witness  by  unfair  means  must  necessarily  be  viewed  with  the  utmost 
jealousy. 

On  the  other  hand,  objections  of  this  nature  ought  not  to    be 
wantonly  or  captiously  made,*  since  it  is,  to  some  *extent 
always  necessary  to  lead  the  mind  of   the  witness  to  the   '-        -^ 

*  The  objection  in  principle  applies  to  those  cases  only  where  the  question 
propounded  involves  an  answer  immediately  concluding  the  merits  of  the  case, 
and  indicating  to  the  witness  an  answer  which  will  best  accord  with  the  interests 
of  the  party :  see  2  Pothier,  by  Evans,  265. 

•  NieholU  V.  Doufdingy  1  Stark.  G.  (2  £.  C.  L.  R.)  81.  In  order  to  prove  that 
Dowding  and  Kemp  were  partners,  the  witness  was  asked  whether  Kemp  had 
interfered  in  the  business  of  Dowding ;  and  upon  the  objection  being  taken  that 
this  was  a  leading  question,  Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J.,  held  that  it  was  a  proper 
qaestion,  and  intimated  that  objections  of  this  nature  were  frequently  made 
without  consideration.  It  is  not  a  very  easy  thing  to  lay  down  any  precise 
general  rule  as  to  leading  questions :  on  the  one  hand,  it  is  clear  that  the  mind 
of  the  witness  must  be  brought  into  contact  with  the  subject  of  inquiry ;  and, 
on  the  other,  that  he  ought  not  to  be  prompted  to  give  a  particular  answer,  or 
to  be  asked  any  qaestion  to  which  the  answer  "  yes"  or  *'  no*'  would  be  con- 
clnsiye.  But  how  far  it  may  be  necessary  to  particularize,  in  framing  the 
qaestion,  mast  depend  upon  the  circumstances  of  each  individual  case.     Upon 
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subject  of  inquiry.     In  some  instances  the  court  will  allow  leading 

r*l681   4^^^^^^"^  ^^  ^^  pu^  upon  an  examination  in  *chlef,  as  where 

it  evidently  appears  that  the  witness  wishes  to  conceal  the 

truth,  or  to  favor  the  opposite  party ."^     Thus  a  party's  own  witness 

the  trial  of  De  Berenger  and  others,  before  Lord  Ellenboroagh,  at  Guildhall, 
for  a  conspiracy,  it  became  necesRary  for  a  witness  (a  postboy  who  had  been 
employed  to  drive  one  of  the  actors  in  a  fraud)  to  identify  De  Berenger  with 
that  person ;  and  Lord  Ellenborough  held  that,  for  this  purpose,  the  counsel  for 
the  prosecution  might  point  out  De  Berenger  to  the  witness,  and  ask  him 
whether  he  was  the  person.  The  same  was  done  in  Watson's  case,  upon  a  trial 
at  bar:  2  Stark.  G.  (3  £.  C.  L.  R.)  128.  In  these  cases,  the  question  was  as  to 
a  mere  fact  to  be  determined  by  inspection ;  and,  in  all  such  cases,  it  seems  that 
the  mind  of  the  witness  may  be  led  directly  to  the  very  point,  although  a  more 
general  question  might  have  been  proposed,  as,  whether  the  witness  saw  the 
person  whom  he  had  described  in  court.  So  where  a  witness  is  called  to  prove 
the  handwriting  of  another,  it  is  the  common  practice  to  show  him  the  docu- 
ment, and  to  ask,  directly,  whether  that  is  the  handwriting  of  A,  B.  But  where 
a  witness  is  examined  as  to  any  conversation,  admission,  or  agreement,  where 
the  particular  terms  of  the  admission  or  contract  are  important,  this  objection 
chiefly  becomes  material,  since  there  is  danger  lest  the  witness  should  by  design 
or  mistake  be  guilty  of  some  variance,  and  give  a  false  coloring  to  the  transac- 
tion. In  such  cases  there  seems  to  be  no  objection  to  directing  the  mind  of  the 
witness  fully  to  the  subject,  by  asking  him  whether  he  was  present  when  any 
conversation  took  place  between  the  parties,  or  relating  to  the  particular  sub- 
ject; and  when  the  mind  of  the  witness  has  been  thus  directed  to  the  subject- 
matter,  to  request  him  to  state  what  passed.  It  is  obvious  that  observations 
like  these  are  intended  for  the  use  of  mere  students ;  to  such  it  may  not  be 
improper  to  suggest,  that  when  the  time  and  place  of  the  scene  of  action  have 
once  been  fixed,  it  is  generally  the  easiest  course  to  desire  the  witness  to  give 
his  own  account  of  the  matter,  making  him  omit,  as  he  goes  along,  an  account 
of  what  he  has  heard  from  others,  which  he  always  supposes  to  be  quite  as 
material  as  that  which  he  himself  has  seen.  If  a  vulgar,  ignorant  witness  be 
not  allowed  to  tell  his  story  in  his  own  way,  he  becomes  embarrassed  and  confused, 
and  mixes  up  distinct  branches  of  his  testimony.  He  always  takes  it  for  granted 
that  the  Court  and  jury  know  as  much  of  the  matter  as  he  does  himself  because 
it  has  been  the  common  topic  of  conversation  in  his  own  neighborhood ;  and 
therefore  his  attention  cannot  easily  be  drawn  so  as  to  answer  particular  ques- 
tions without  putting  them  in  the  most  direct  form.  It  is  difficult,  therefore,  to 
extract  the  important  parts  of  his  evidence  piecemeal ;  but  if  his  attention  be 
first  drawn  to  the  transaction  by  asking  him  when  and  where  it  happened,  and 
he  be  told  to  describe  it  from  the  beginning,  he  will  generally  proceed  in  his 
own  way  to  detail  all  the  facts  in  the  order  of  time. 

»  In  Clarke  v.  Saffery,  Ry.  &  M.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  126,  Best,  C.  J.,  observed, 
'*  There  is  no  fixed  rule  which  binds  the  counsel  calling  the  witness  to  a  par- 
ticular mode  of  examining  him.  If  a  witness,  by  his  conduct  in  the  box,  shows 
himself  decidedly  adverse,  it  is  always  in  the  discretion  of  the  judge  to  allow  a 
cross-examination.^'  And,  in  Bastin  v.  Carew,  Ry.  &  M.  (21  £.  C.  L.  R.)  127, 
Abbott,  C.  J.,  in  allowing  the  cross-examination  by  the  counsel  who  called  him 
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who,  having  given  one  account  of  the  matter,  \vhen  called  on  the 
trial  gives  a  different  account,  may  be  asked  by  the  party  calling 
him  whether  he  had  given  such  account,  stating  it,  to  the  attorney.*^ 
And  if  a  witness  called  stands  in  a  situation  which,  of  necessity, 
makes  him  adverse  to  the  party  calling  him,  counsel  may  cross-ex- 
amine him.'  Thus,  where  an  issue  bes  been  *directed,  with 
power  to  examine  a  party,  the  counsel  of  the  opposite  party  ^  J 
may  cross-examine  him,  for  being  a  party,  he  is  presumed  to  be  an 
adverse  witness.'  In  like  manner  where^  on  an  issue  of  deviaavit 
vel  nan  from  the  Court  of  Chancery,  the  party,  in  obedience  to  the 
requisition  of  that  court,  having  called  one,  proceeded  to  call 
another  attesting  witness  to  the  will,  who  gave  evidence  tending  to 
prove  the  testator  to  have  been  insane,  he  was  allowed  to  <;ross-ex- 
amine  him :  the  witness  in  such  a  case,  not  being  regarded  as  the 
witness  of  the  party,  but  rather  of  the  court,  and  the  party  having 
no  option  as  to  producing  him.^  And  where,  from  the  nature  of  the 
case,  the  mind  of  the  witness  cannot  be  directed  to  the  subject  of 
inquiry  without  a  particular  specification  of  it,  as  when  he  is  called  to 
contradict  another  as  to  the  contents  of  a  particular  letter  which  is 
lost,  and  cannot  without  suggestion,  recollect  the  contents,  the  par- 
ticular passage  may  be  suggested  to  him.""     So  where  a  witness  is 

of  an  adverse  witness,  said,  that  in  each  particular  case  there  must  be  some 
discretion  in  the  presiding  judge,  as  to  the  mode  in  which  the  examination  shall 
be  conducted,  in  order  best  to  answer  the  purposes  of  justice."  And  see  Dickinson 
V.  Shee,  4  Esp.  67 ;  Parkin  ▼.  Moon,  7  C.  A  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  408 ;  R,  v. 
Chapman,  8  C.  &  P.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  558 ;  B,  v.  Ball,  8  C.  &  P.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
745. 

-I  Mdhuish  T.  Collier,  19  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  493. 

'  Per  Best,  C.  J.,  Clarke  v.  Saffcry,  Ry.  &  M.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  126.  The 
sitnation  of  the  witness,  and  the  inducements  under  which  he  may  labor  to  give 
an  unfair  account,  are  material  considerations  in  this  respect.  A  son  will  not 
be  very  forward  in  stating  the  misconduct  of  his  father,  of  which  he  has  been 
the  only  witness.  A  servant  will  not,  in  an  action  against  the  master,  readily 
admit  his  own  negligence.    See  2  Pothier,  by  Evans,  267. 

■  Clarke  v.  Saffery,  Ry.  k  M.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  126. 

'  Per  Cresswell,  J.,  Bottmian  v.  Bowman,  2  M.  &  Rob.  501. 

*  Courteeny.  Touae^  1  Camp. 43.  The  plaintiff^s  son,  in  an  action  on  a  policy 
on  goods,  being  asked  whether  the  plaintiff  had  not  written  a  letter  to  him, 
saying,  ''that  he  had  disposed  of  all  his  goods  at  a  profit,"  swore  that  he  did 
not,  but  only  said  that  "  he  might  have  disposed  of  the  goods  at  a  great  profit, 
as  he  had  been  offered  8(2.  a  pair,"  &u.  To  contradict  this  a  witness  was  called 
by  the  defendant,  and,  after  having  stated  all  he  recollected  about  the  letter,  he 
was  asked  if  it  contained  anything  about  the  plaintiff  having  been  offered  8(2.  a 
pair,  kc.     Lord  Ellenborough  held  that  after  exhausting  the  witness's  memory 
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called  in  order  to  contradict  the  testimony  of  a  former  witness,  who 
has   stated   that  such   and   such   expressions   were   used,    or   such 

*and  such  things  were  said,  it  is  the  usual  practice  to  ask 
L  •  J  whether  those  particular  expressions  were  used,  or  those 
things  were  said,  without  putting  the  question  in  a  general  form  by 
inquiring  what  was  said.  If  this  were  not  to  be  allowed,  it  is  obvious 
that  much  irrelevant  and  inadmissible  matter  would  frequently  be 
detailed  by  the  witness. 

The  negative,  if  not  allowed  to  be  directly  proved,  could  only  be 
proved  indirectly,  by  calling  on  the  witness  to  detail  the  whole  of 
what  was  said  on  the  particular  occasion,  if  any  such  were  singled 
out  by  the  evidence,  or  to  detail  the  whole  of  several  such  conver- 
sations, where  the  use  of  the  alleged  expressions  or  words  was  not 
limited  to  any  conversation  in  particular ;  and,  after  all,  the  evidence 
would  not  be  complete  and  satisfactory  to  establish  the  negative, 
unless  sooner  or  later  the  question  as  to  the  use  of  the  particular 
expressions  were  to  be  directly  put,  for  till  then  the  evidence  would 
show  only  that  the  witness  did  not  remember  their  use;  but  the 
direct  negative,  after  the  attention  of  the  witness  had  been  excited 
by  the  suggestion  of  the  very  expressions,  would  go  much  further. 
It  may  frequently  happen  that  a  witness,  unable  to  detail  even  the 
substance  of  a  particular  conversation,  may  yet  be  able  to  negative 
with  confidence  proposals,  offers,  statements,  or  other  matters,  sworn 
to  have  been  made  in  the  course  of  a  conversation.  In  such  cases, 
therefore,  this  form  of  inquiry  is  absolutely  necessary  for  obtaining 
complete  information  on  the  subject.  So  where  a  witness  is  called  to 
prove  affirmatively  what  a  witness  on  the  other  side  has  denied,  as, 
for  instance,  to  prove  that  on  some  former  occasion  that  witness  gave 
a  different  account  of  the  transaction,  a  difBculty  may  frequently  arise 
in  proving  affirmatively  that  the  first  witness  did  make  such  other 
statement,  without  a  direct  question  to  that  effect. 

But  although  the  practice  above  stated  is,  to  a  certain  extent,  sanc- 
tioned by  a  principle  of  convenience,  and  although,  after  other  at- 
tempts have  failed,  it  becomes  a  matter  not  of  mere  convenience,  but 

of  absolute  necessity  *so  to  put  the  question  to  a  witness 
^        -■    called  to  contradict  a  former  one,  it  is  plain  that  the  conve* 

as  to  the  contents  of  the  letter,  he  might  be  asked  if  it  contained  the  passage 
recited ;  for  otherwise  it  would  be  impossible  to  come  to  a  direct  contradiction. 
Where  a  witness  was  called  to  contradict  a  former  witness  as  to  a  conversation 
which  he  had  denied,  it  was  held  that  the  terms  might  be  suggested  to  him  in 
the  first  instance:  Edmonds  v.  Walker^  cor,  Abbott,  0.  J.,  3  Stark.  (3  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  8  ;  but  see  Hallett  v.  Cousens,  2  M.  &  Rob.  238,  infra,  p.  171. 
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nience  so  attained  to  is  purchased  at  the  expense  of  some  departure 
from  a  general  principle,  and  that  it  would  usually  be  more  satisfac- 
tory, where  that  is  practicable,  that  the  desired  answer  should  be  ob- 
tained without  It  direct*  suggestion,  by  which  a  fraudulent  witness 
might  be  greatly  aided.  And  it  seems  that  the  consideration  of  mere 
convenience  ought  not  to  operate  at  all  where  the  contents  of  a  par- 
ticular document,  or  the  details  of  a  particular  conversation,  are  ma- 
terial'' to  the  issue.  As  where  the  question  in  an  action  of  assumpsit 
turns  upon  the  terms  of  a  lost  written  agreement,  or  on  an  alleged 
oral  contract,  e.  g,j  the  warranty  of  a  horse.  In  such  cases  each  is 
interested  in  showing  what  the  terms  of  the  lost  writing  or  conversa- 
tion alleged  to  amount  to  a  warranty  really  were ;  and  as  the  atten- 
tion of  both  parties  would  be  previously  drawn  to  the  subject,  there 
would  bo  but  little  inconvenience  in  adhering  to  the  ordinary  course 
of  examination,  reserving  the  power  to  deviate  where  the  necessity 
for  deviation  arose.  And  it  is  further  observable  that  in  the  case  of 
Courteen  v.  Touse/  where  Lord  Ellenborough  ruled  that  the  witness 
might  be  *asked  whether  a  particular  letter  contained  a  pas- 
sage  sworn  to  by  another  witness,  this  was  to  be  done  after  ^  -^ 
exhausting  the  witness's  memory  as  to  the  contents  of  the  letter.  This 
decision,  therefore,  turned  not  upon  a  principle  of  convenience,  but 
of  necessity. 

Another  illustration  of  the  general  principle  occurs  where  details 
are  to  be  made  of  such  length  or  difBculty  that  the  memory  of  the 
witness  will  not  enable  him  to  give  his  testimony  without  assistance. 
Thus  where  a  witness  is  called  to  prove  a  co-partnership  between  a 
number  of  persons  whose  names  he  cannot  recollect,  the  list  of  names 

*  Upon  this  principle,  in  Hallett  v.  CousenSf  2  M.  &  Rob.  238,  a  witness  having 
denied  on  cross^xamination  that  he  hod  used  certain  expressions  in  a  conversa- 
tion at  which  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  alleged  to  have  been  present, 
Erskine,  J.,  considering  that  the  conversation  was  evidence  per  se,  and  not 
proved  for  the  simple  purpose  of  discrediting  the  witness,  held,  that  the  very 
words  could  not  be  suggested  to  a  witness  called  to  prove  that  they  had  been 
used ;  and  this  seems  perfectly  consistent  with  principle,  inasmuch  as  a  party 
has  a  right  to  have  every  part  of  the  conversation  laid  before  the  jury,  which 
eoald  in  any  way  qualify  or  explain  the  expressions  as  to  which  the  witness  had 
been  cross-examined  (see  Prince  v.  Samo,  7  Ad.  &  £.  (34  E.  G.  L.  R.)  627,  poet) ; 
but  it  would  aii^o  appear,  from  the  same  case,  to  be  proper  to  lead  the  witness's 
mind  to  the  particular  matter,  and  direct  him  to  confine  his  attention  to  that,  as 
the  party  certainly  has  no  right  to  have  the  whole  of  the  conversation,  if  it  in 
Tolved  independent  matter. 

^  1  Camp.  43,  supra. 
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may  be  read  to  him,  and  he  may  be  asked  whether  those  persons  are 
members  of  the  firm."^ 

A  witness  is  examined  either  as  to  facts,  simply,  which  he  him- 
self knows,  or  in  some  instances  as  to  his  own  inferences  from  facts, 
or  as  to  facts  which  he  has  heard  from  others.  In  ordinary  cases  the 
witness  ought  to  be  examined  as  to  facts  only,  and  not  as  to  any 
opinion  or  conclasion  which  he  may  have  drawn  from  facts,  for  those 
are  to  be  formed  by  a  jury,  except  indeed  where  the  conclusion  is  an 
inference  of  skill  and  judgment.* 

A  witness  examined  as  to  facts  ought  to  state  those  only  of  which 
he  has  had  personal  knowledge ;  and  such  knowledge  is  supposed,  if 
not  expressly  stated  upon  the  examination  in  chief;  and  upon  cross- 
examination,  his  means  of  knowledge  may  be  fully  investigated,  and 
if  he  has  not  had  suflScient  and  adequate  means  of  knowledge,  his  evi- 
dence will  be  struck  out.     It  has  been  said,  that  a  witness  must  not 

»  Aeerro  v.  Petroni,  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  100. 
*  Goodiitle  dem,  Revett  v.  Braham,  4  T.  R.  497. 

^  In  general  the  principle^  laid  down  in  the  texts  are  sustained  throughout  by 
the  American  cases :  Snyder  v.  Snyder j  6  Binn.  483  j  People  v.  Mather j  4  Wend. 
229:  McLean  v.  Thorp,  3  Mo.  315;  U,  States  v.  Dickenson,  2- McLean  325; 
Bank  of  Northern  Liberties  v.  Davis,  6  W.  &  S.  285 ;  Towns  v.  Alford,  2  Ala. 
378 ;  Sadler  v.  Murrah,  3  How.  (Miss.)  195;  Tumey  v.  State,  8  S.  A  M.  104; 
Stratcbridge  v.  Spann,  8  Ala.  820 ;  Hopper  v.  Comm'th,  6  Oratt.  684 ;  Able  v. 
Sparks,  6  Tex.  319 ;  Long  v.  Steiger,  8  Ibid.  460;  Stringfellow  v.  State,  26  Miss. 
157 ;  Willis  V.  Quimby,  11  Fost.  485.  Putting  a  question  in  the  alterative  does 
not  remove  the  objection:  People  v.  Mather,  4  Wend.  229.  A  question  to  a 
witness  proposed  in  the  form  '*  Whether  or  not"  is  not  ordinarily  objectionable 
as  leading.  It  may  be  so,  when  proposed  in  that  form,  if  it  be  otherwise  in 
such  terms,  that  from  the  nature  of  the  question,  in  connection  with  its  subject- 
matter,  it  suggests  to  the  witness  the  answer  desired :  BarUett  v.  Hbyt,  33  N.  H. 
151.  It  is  a  matter  within  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  the  allowance  of  a 
leading  question  is  not  the  subject  of  a  writ  of  error,  although  the  refusal  to 
allow  a  party  to  put  a  leading  question  who  is  entitled  to  do  so  as  on  cross- 
examination,  is :  Yarborough  v.  Moss,  9  Ala.  382 ;  Sears  ▼.  Shafer,  1  Barb.  S.  G. 
408 ;  People  t.  Lohman,  2  Ibid.  216 ;  Donnell  v.  Jones,  13  Ala.  490 ;  Badlong  y. 
Van  Nastrund,  24  Barb.  S.  0.  25.  Contra,  Parsons  v.  Bridgham,  34  Me.  240. 
A  judge  at  the  trial  may  permit  counsel;  on  a  direct  examination,  to  suggest  to 
a  witness  names,  dates  and  items,  provided  that  the  witness  has  exhausted  his 
memory,  and  the  purposes  of  justice  require  such  a  course  to  be  taken :  Huehins 
V.  People's  Mutual  Fire  Ins,  Co,,  11  Fost.  238.  A  question  is  not  leading  if  it 
calls  for  a  direct  affirmative  or  negative  answer,  and  is  no  more  suggestive  of 
one  than  the  other :  Spear  v.  Richardson,  37  N.  H.  23 ;  Floyd  v.  State,  30  Ala. 
511 ;  Mathis  v.  Buford,  17  Tex.  152;  Dudley  v.  Elkins,  39  N.  II.  78;  Page  v. 
Parker,  40  N.  H.  47.  And  see  Trammell  v.  McDade,  29  Tex.  360 ;  Adams  ▼. 
Harrold,  29  Ind.  198  ;  Iselin  y.  Peck,  2  Rob.  629 ;  Bams  y.  IngaU^,  39  Ala.  193. 
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be  examined  in  chief  as  to  his  lelief  or  perBxiasiony  but  only  as  to  his 
knowledge  of  the  fact,  since  judgment  must  be  given  secundum  alle- 
gata et probata;  and  a  man  cannot  be  indicted  for  perjury  who  falsely 
swears  as  to  his  persuasion  or  belief.**  As  far  as  regards  *mere 
belief  or  persuasion,  which  does  not  rest  upon  a  sufficient  or  ^  ^ 
legal  foundation,  this  position  is  correct ;  as  where  a  man  believes  a 
fact  to  be  true,  merely  because  he  has  heard  it  said  to  be  so ;  but  with 
respect  to  persuasion  or  belief,  as  founded  on  facts  within  the  actual 
knowledge  of  the  witness,  the  position  is  not  true.  On  questions  of 
identity  of  persons,  and  of  handwriting,  it  is  everyday's  practice  for 
witnesses  to  swear  that  they  believe  the  perSon  to  be  the  same,  or  the 
handwriting  to  be  that  of  a  particular  individual,  although  they  will 
not  swear  positively ;  and  the  degree  of  credit  to  be  attached  to  the 
evidcDce  is  a  question  for  the  jury.  And  with  regard  to  the  second 
objection,  it  has  been  decided  that  a  man  who  falsely  swears  that  he 
thinks  or  believes,  may  be  indicted  for  perjury.* 

So  where  professional  men  and  others  give  evidence  on  matters  of 
skill  and  judgment,  their  evidence  frequently  does  not,  and  often 
cannot,  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  extend  beyond  opinion  and  be- 
lief. But  in  general,  whenever  the  inference  is  one  of  skill  and 
judgment,  the  opinion  of  experienced  persons  is  admissible,  for  by 
such  means  only  can  the  jury  be  enabled  to  form  a  correct  conclusion. 

The  general  distinction  is  this,  that  the  jury  must  judge  of  the  facts 
for  themselves,  but  that  wherever  the  question  depends  on  the  exercise 
of  peculiar  skill  and  knowledge  that  may  be  made  available,  it  is  not 
a  decision  by  the  witness  on  a  fact  to  the  exclusion  of  the  jury,  but 
the  establishment  of  a  new  fact,  relation,  or  connection,  which  would 
otherwise  remain  unproved.  Not  to  admit  such  evidence,  would  be 
to  reject  what  was  essential  to  the  investigation  of  truth.  Thus  an 
engineer  may  be  examined  as  to  his  judgment  on  the  effect  of  an 
embankment  on  a  harbor,  as  collected  from  experiment.^  So 
*upon  the  question  whether  a  seal  has  been  forged,  the  tes- 
timony of  a  seal-engraver,  as  to  the  difference  between  the  ^  ^ 
impression  in  question  and  a  genuine  one,  is  also  admissible.*    In 

» 

^  Adams  v.  Canony  Dyer  53 ;  note  to  Bolfe  v.  Sampden,  Dyer  53. 
«.  Millar's  case,  3  Wils.  427  ;  2  Bl.  881 ;  Pedley's  case,  1  Leach  327 ;  Reg,  v. 
JScklesinger,  10  Q.  B.  (59  E.  C.  L.  R.)  670. 

*  Folkes  V.  Chadd,  Mich.  23  Geo.  III.,  3  Dougl.  (26  E.  C.  L.  R.)  157 ;  Vol.  II., 

tit.  HAVDWaiTING. 

•  By  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Folkes  r.  Chadd,  3  Dougl.  (26  E.  C.  L.  R.)  157.  Such 
evidence  is  also  admissible  to  show  whether  a  particular  hand  writing  is  natural 
and  genuine,  or  forged  and  imitated :  Cary  v.  Pitt,  Peake  Ev.  Ixxxv. ;  B.  v. 

11 
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like  maimer  a  ship-builder  may  be  examined  to  state  bis  opinion  as 
to  the  sea-worthiness  of  a  ship,  from  a  survey  made  by  others.'  So 
the, testimony  of  medical  men  is  constantly  admitted  with  respect 
to  the  cause  of  disease,  or  of  death,  in  order  to  connect  them  with 
particular  acts,  and  as  to  the  general  sane  or  insane  aitate  of  the 
mind  of  the  patient,  as  collected  from  the  number  of  circumstances. 
Such  opinions  are  admissible  in  evidence,  although  the  professional 
witnesses  found  them  entirely  on  the  facts,  circumstances,  and  symp- 
toms established  in  evidence  by  others,  and  without  being  personally 
acquainted  with  the  facts.'  But  in  such  a  case  evidence  is  not  ad- 
missible that  a  particular* act  for  which  a  prisoner  is  tried  was  an  act 
of  insanity.^  And,  in  general,  scientific  men  ought  to  be  examined 
only  as  to  their  opinion  *on  the  facts  proved,  and  not  as  to  the 
L         J   merits  of  the  case.*  * 

Cator^  4  Esp.  G.  117.  But  in  Oumey  ▼.  Langlandsj  5  B.  &  Aid.  (7  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
330.  the  court  held  that  the  opinion  of  an  inspector  of  franks,  whether  a  par- 
ticular writing  was  in  a  forged  or  imitated  hand,  was  of  little  weight ;  and  see 
further,  Doe  v.  Suckermorej  5  Ad.  &  £.  (31  £.  C.  L.  R.)  751.  But  antiquaries 
may  be  called  to  express  their  opinion  as  to  the  date  at  which  an  apparently 
ancient  document  was  written  (Tracy  Peerage  case,  10  01.  &  Fin.  191) ;  and  the 
opinion  of  a  person  in  the  habit  of  receiving  letters  is,  it  seems,  evidence  of  the 
genuineness  of  a  post-mark:  Abbey  v.  Lill,  5  Bing.  (15  £.  G.  L.  R.)  299.  But 
see  further,  as  to  post-marks,  which  are  not  evidence  per  se  without  proof :  JS. 
V.  Watson,  1  Camp.  215;  Woodcock  v.  HotUdswoi^th,  16  M.  &  W,  124;  Kent  v. 
Lowen,  1  Camp.  178;  Fletcher  v.  BraddyU,  3  Stark.  (3  £.  C.  L.  R.)  64; 
Plumer's  case,  R.  &  R.  C.  C.  264 

'  Thornton  v.  Royal  Exchange  Assurance  Company,  Peake^s  C.  37 ;  Chaurand 
V.  Angersiein,  44;  Beckwith  v.  Sydebotham,  1  Camp.  117. 

«  Wrighfs  case,  Russ.  A  Ry.  C.  C.  L.  456 ;  JR.  v.  Searle,  1  Mood.  &  Rob.  75 ; 
and  see  McNaghten^s  case,  10  CI.  &,  Fin.  200. 

^  Ibid. 

'  Thus,  in  an  action  for  unskilfully  navigating  a  ship,  a  master  of  the  Trinity 
House,  or  other  nautical  man,  cannot  be  asked  whether,  having  heard  the  evi- 
dence, he  considers  the  ship  was  improperly  navigated,  for  that  would  be  re- 
quiring him  to  draw  a  conclusion  of  fact  and  then  to  give  an  opinion  upon  it, 
and  would  make  him  a  judge  not  only  of  the  matter  of  skill  and  science  but 
also  of  the  truths  of  the  facts  in  dispute ;  but  he  may  be  asked  what  was  the 
duty  of  a  captain  under  certain  specified  circumstances :  Sills  v.  Brown,  9  Car. 
&  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  604;  or  whether,  admitting  the  facts  as  proved  by  the 
plaintiff  to  be  true,  he  is  of  opinion  that  a  collision  could  have  been  avoided  by 
proper  care  on  the  part  of  defendant's  servant :  Fenwiek  v.  Bell,  1  Gar.  &  K« 
(47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  312.  And  see  Malton  v.  Nesbit,  1  Car.  &  P.  (12  E.  C.  L.  R.)  70 ; 
Jameson  v.  Drinkald,  12  Moore  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  148.    So  where  the  sanity  or 


*  Persons  of  skill  are  allowed  to  give  their  opinion  in  evidence,  only  in  cases 
where,  from  the  nature  of  the  subject,  facts  disconnected  from  such  opinion 
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In  order  likewise  to  prove  the  law  of  a  foreign  country,  or  even  of 
Scotland,^  where  it  does  not  depend  upon  the  statutes  of  the  United 
Kingdom,  the  only  proper^  evidence  *is  that  of  men  con- 
versant"*  with  the  law  of  the  particular  country.     Upon  such   L        -■ 

insanity  of  an  individaal  is  the  point  to  be  decided  by  the  jury,  and  medical 
men  who  previously  knew  nothing  of  the  prisoner,  but  have  heard  the  evidence, 
are  called  on  to  give  an  opinion,  the  proper  coarse  is  not  to  ask  them  what  their 
opinion  is  as  to  the  state  of  mind  of  the  party,  for  that  would  necessarily  assume 
and  involve  the  truth  of  the  evidence  which  it  is  for  the  jury,  and  not  the  wit- 
nesses, to  weigh  and  decide,  but  they  should  be  asked  what  is  their  opinion, 
assuming  the  facts  stated  by  the  witnesses  to  be  true,  as  to  his  state  of  mind : 
IPNaghiens  ease,  10  CI.  &  Fin.  200 ;  1  Car.  k.  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  136.  Where, 
however,  the  truth  of  the  facts  is  not  disputed,  and  the  question  remaining  is 
one  almost  exclusively  of  science,  it  is  usual  to  allow  the  question  to  be  thus 
broadly  put,  though  if  objected  to,  it  could  not  be  insisted  upon.  If  doubts 
exist  as  to  the  accuracy  of  some  of  the  facts,  it  may  perhaps  be  well  in  pro- 
pounding the  question  to  the  witnesses  to  exclude  those  facts  from  their  con- 
sideration ;  and  see  Whteler  v.  Alderson,  3  Hagg.  Ecol.  R.  574. 

^  Dalrymple  v.  DalrympU,  2  Hagg.  54  •,  Reg.  v.  Dent,  1  Car.  k  K.  (47  £.  C.  L. 
R.)  97. 

1  Baron  de  Bode's  case,  8  Q.  B.  (55  £.  C.  L.  R.)  208 ;  Sussex  Peerage  case,  11 
01.  A  Fin.  85.  These  authorities  overrule  Clegg  v.  Levy,  3  Camp.  166 ;  Millar  v. 
ffeinriek,  4  Camp.  155 ;  Picton's  case,  30  Howell's  St.  T.  225 ;  Boehtlinck  v. 
Schneider,  3  Esp.  58,  where  it  was  thought  that  the  written  law  of  a  foreign 
country  must  be  proved  by  properly  authenticated  documents.  The  Sussex 
Peerage  ease  also  overrules  R,  v.  Dent,  so  far  as  the  latter  case  admitted  a  per- 
son not  peritus  viriute  officii  or  viriute  professionis  to  prove  foreign  law. 

*  Sussex  Peerage  case,  11  01.  &  Fin.  85 ;  Bristow  v.  Sacqueinlle,  19  L.  J.,  Ex. 
289;   Vanderdonckt  v.  Thellusson,  ib,  0.  P.  12. 

cannot  be  so  presented  to  a  jury  as  to  enable  them  to  pass  upon  the  question 
with  the  requisite  knowledge  and  judgment:  Jefferson  Ins,  Co.  v.  Coiheal,  7 
Wend.  72.  Persons  skilled  in  the  knowledge  of  handwriting  are  competent  to 
testify  concerning  it,  although  they  never  saw  the  parties  write :  Hess  v.  State 
of  Ohio,  5  Ohi6  Rep.  6.  So  a  practical  surveyor  in  testifying  respecting  marks 
on  trees  or  piles  of  stones  may  express  his  opinion  whether  they  were  intended 
as  monuments  of  boundaries :  Davis  v.  Mann,  4  Pick.  156.  In  an  action  for  the 
materials  found  in  building  a  house  and  the  Jabor  done  in  erecting  it,  the  testi- 
mony of  master  builders,  who  had  examined  the  house  and  made  an  estimate  of 
the  expense  of  erecting  it,  is  admissible  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  damages : 
Tebbetts  v.  Hawkins,  16  Shep.  283.  In  an  action  for  a  breach  of  warranty  of  the 
soundness  of  a  horse  a  witness  called  to  give  an  opinion  relative  to  the  defects 
of  a  horse's  eyes,  stated  that  he  was  not  a  farrier,  but  that  he  professed  to  under- 
stand when  he  tried  a  horse,  whether  his  eyes  were  good  or  not,  though  there 
might  be  diseases  of  the  eyes  of  horses  with  which  he  was  unacquainted ;  held 
thftt  the  witness  might  be  examined :  House  v.  Fort,  4  Blackf.  293.  G. 

See  ante^  p.  96,  note  1. 
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a  question,*  as  well  as  any  other  question  of  science,  books  of  science 
cannot  be  received  in  evidence,  yet  a  witness  may  be  asked  as  to  his 
judgment,  although  his  means  of  judging  may  be  derived  partly  from 
books.^* 

"  Sussex  Peerage  case,  11  CI.  &  Fin.  85. 

®  Collier  v.  Simpson^  5  C.  &  P.  (24  E.  C.  L.  R.)  73  ;  which  was  an  action  for 
imputing  want  of  skill  to  a  medical  man.  And  he  may  refer  to  them  for  the 
purpose  of  refreshing  his  memory :  Sussex  Peerage  case,  11  Gl.  &  Fin.  114. 

^  Foreign  laws  cannot  be  judicially  noticed,  but  must  be  proved  as  facts,  and 
in  making  such  proof  the  general  principle  is  applicable,  that  the  best  evidence 
the  nature  of  the  case  admits  of  must  be  given.  But  this  rule  may  be  relaxed 
or  changed  as  necessity  either  physical  or  moral  may  require,  and  when  a  rigid 
adherence  to  it  may  produce  extreme  inconvenience  or  manifest  injustice: 
Phillips  v.  Gregg,  10  Watts  158 ;  Dyer  v.  Smith,  12  Conn.  Rep.  384 ;  Talbot  v. 
Seeman,  1  Cranch  1 ;  see  also  Chanoine  v.  Fowler,  3  Wend.  173 ;  Liticoln  v. 
Battdle,  6  Wend.  475 ;  Harford  v.  Niehollsy  1  Paige  220 ;  Malpica  v.  McKown, 
1  Louis.  Repu  255;  Newson  v.  Adams,  2  Id.  154;  Taylor  v.  Svoeti,  2  Id.  30; 
Dougherty  v.  Snyder,  15  S.  <i&  R.  84.  A  printed  copy  of  the  Irish  statutes,  with 
the  oath  of  a  barrister  in  Ireland,  that  he  received  them  from  the  King's  printer 
in  Ireland,  and  that  they  are  good  evidence  there,  was  held  admissible :  Jones 
V.  Maffet,  5  S.  &  R.  523.  But  although  as  a  general  rule,  the  written  statutes 
and  edicts  of  foreign  countries  must  be  produced ;  common  or  unwritten  laws 
may  be  proved  by  parol :  Robinson  v.  Clifford,  2  Wash.  C.  C.  Rep.  1 ;  see  also 
Dyer  v.  Smith,  supra;  Consequa  v.  Willing,  Peters  C.  C.  Rep.  225;  Seton  v. 
Delaware  Ins,  Co,,  2  Wash.  C.  C.  Rep.  175.  But  the  construction  of  a  foreign 
law  is  matter  for  the  court,  and  not  the  jury :  Sidwell  v.  Evans,  1  Penna.  Rep. 
388.  No  court  gives  effect  to  the  local  laws  of  another  country  or  State,  in 
respect  to  the  forms  or  force  of  process.  When  the  right  exists,  the  remedy  is 
to  be  pursued  according  to  the  lex  fori,  where  the  suit  is  brought :  Hinkley  v. 
Marian,  2  Mason  890.  In  two  cases  only  can  foreign  laws  affect  the  contracts 
of  American  citizens :  First,  when  they  reside  or  trade  in  a  foreign  country ; 
and  secondly,  when  the  contract  plainly  referring  to  a  foreign  country  for  its 
execution,  adopts  and  recognizes  the  lex  loci:  Searight  v.  Caibraith,  4  Dall.  325 ; 
8ee  also  Webster  v.  Massey,  2  Wash.  C.  C.  Rep.  157.  Foreign  laws  must  be 
proved  as  facts :  Beach  v.  Workman,  20  N.  H.  379 ;  Brimhall  v.  Van  Campen, 
H  Minn.  13.  The  common  law  of  a  foreign  State  may  be  proved  by  parol: 
Merritt  v.  Merritt,  20  111.  65;  Billingsley  v.  Dean,  11  Ind.  331;  Greasons  v. 
Davis,  9  Iowa  219.  The  unwritten  or  common  law  of  another  State  may  be 
proved  by  the  books  of  reports  of  cases  adjudged  in  its  courts:  Cragin  v.  Lamkin, 
7  Allen  395.  Upon  the  question  of  the  existence  of  a  foreign  law,  it  is  proper 
to  raad  to  the  jury  from  printed  books  of  decisions  and  history:  Charlotte  v. 
Chouteau,  33  Mo.  194.  The  common  law  will  be  presumed  to  be  in  force  in 
other  States:  Miles  v.  Collins,  1  Mete.  (Ky.)  308;  contra:  Bradshaw  v.  May- 
field,  18  Tex.  21.  In  the  absence  of  proof,  the  Court  presumes  foreign  laws  to 
be  the  same  as  the  laws  of  the  forum :  Rape  v.  Heaton,  9  Wis.  328 ;  Brimhall  v. 
Van  Campen,  8  Minn.  13 ;  Connor  v.  Trawick,  I  Ala.  Sel.  Cas.  258 ;  Desnoyer  v. 
McDonald,  4  Minn.  515 ;  Cooper  v.  Reany,  Il^id.  528.    And  see  Brown  v.  U.  S., 
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But  where  the  inquiry  relates  to  a  subject  which  does  not  require 
peculiar  habits  of  study,  in  order  to  enable  a  man  to  understand  it, 
the  opinion  of  skilled  or  scientific  witnesses  is  not  admissible.  Thus, 
where  an  alleged  libel  imputed,  inter  alia^  that  a  physician  in  refusing 
to  act  with  the  plaintiff  as  a  physician  had  well  and  faithfully  dis- 
charged his  duty  to  his  medical  brethren,  the  defendant  cannot  in  sup- 
port of  a  plea  of  justification  examine  a  medical  witness  as  to  his 
opinion  on  the  subject.^  And  so  the  opinion  of  a  broker,  whether 
particular  facts  ought  to  have  been  disclosed  to  the  underwriter,  was 
held  inadmissible.''  So  the  opinion  of  skilled  persons  upon  the  con- 
struction of  a  legal  instrument  is  inadmissible ;  e.  ^.,  the  opinion  of  a 
witness  as  to  the  effect  of  a  clause  in  a  policy  of  insurance/ 

Although  a  witness  cannot  be  examined  as  to  the  contents  of  a 
written  document  not  produced,  yet  he  may,  in  some  instances,  be 
examined  as  to  the  general  result  from  *a  great  number  of  r-^^„,j-^ 
documents  too  voluminous  to  be  read  in  court.'  *-         -' 

Although  in  general,  leading  questions  are  not  to  be  put  to  a  wit- 
ness, yet,  where  his  memory  has  failed,  he  may,  even  during  examina- 
tion, read,  or,  if  necessary,  hear  the  contents  of  a  document  read,  for 
the  purpose  of  reviving  his  former  recollection.   And  if  by  that  means 

'  Ramadge  v.  Ryan^  9  Bing.  (23  E.  G.  L.  R.)  333 ;  bat  see  an  instance  in 
which  such  an  opinion  may  be  incidentally  introdaced :  Oreville  v.  Chapman^ 
5  Q.  B.  (48  E.  C.  L.  R.)  731. 

'  Carter  Y.  Boehm,  Burr.  1905;  1  Smithes  Lead.  Gas  270;  Campbell  y,  Rickards, 
5  B.  &  Ad.  (27  E.  G.  L.  R.)  840;  reviewing  Rickarde  v.  Murdock,  10  B.  &  C. 
(21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  527 ;  see  Chapman  v.  Walton^  10  Bing.  (25  E".  G.  L.  R.)  57. 

'  &fers  V.  Bridge,  Doug.  527.  But  the  practice  under  similar  circumstances 
would  be  legal  evidence.    Ibid. 

■  Mqfer's  Assignees  v.  Sefton,  2  Stark.  G.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  276 ;  Roberts  v.  Doxon, 
Peake*8  G.  83 ;  Spencer  v.  Billing,  3  Gamp.  310.  And  so  in  Rowe  v.  Brenton,  3 
Man.  &  Ry.  212.  a  witness  called  to  read  and  explain  a  series  of  ancient  records 
which  were  produced,  was  allowed  to  state  what  he  had  collected  to  be  the  result 
of  them  from  his  perusaL  But  in  Topham  y.  McGregor,  1  G.  &  K.  (47  E.  G.  L. 
B.)  320,  Rolfe,  B.,  refused  to  allow  a  witness  to  be  examined  generally  as  to  the 
contents  of  a  number  of  letters  which  he  had  received  from  one  of  the  parties, 
bat  had  destroyed,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  impression  produced 
on  his  mind  by  them  with  reference  to  the  terms  on  which  two  parties  lived 
together. 

5  Ct.  of  Chiims  571 ;  Savage  v.  O'Neil,  44  N.  Y.  298 ;  Hull  v,  Augustine,  23  Wis. 
383 ;  Bemis  v.  MeKenzie,  13  Fla.  553  ;  Stokes  v.  Macken,  62  Barb.  145 ;  Bradley 
T.  Mutual  Ins.  Co.,  3  Lans.  341.  In  matters  usually  of  statutory  regulation  the 
Coarta  will  not  presume  the  law  of  another  State  the  same  as  our  own :  Cordon 
T.  Ward,  16  Mich.  360. 
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he  obtains  a  recollection  of  the  facts  themselves  as  distinct  from  the 
memorandum,  his  statement  is  admissible  in  evidence.^  A  witness  is, 
of  course,  competent  to  testify  as  to  his  actual  present  recollection  of 
a  fact,  although  in  the  interval  his  memory  may  have  failed,  and  al- 
though such  defect  and  the  means  of  restoration  may  be  the  subject  of 
comment  in  cases  to  which  any  suspicion  is  attached.  The  law,  how- 
ever, goes  further,  and  in  some  instances  permits  a  witness  to  give  evi- 
dence as  to  a  fact,  although  he  has  no  present  recollection  of  the  fact 
itself.  This  happens  in  the  first  place  where  the  witness,  having  no 
longer  any  recollection  of  the  fact  itself,  is  yet  enabled  to  state  that  at 
some  former  time,  and  whilst  he  had  a  perfect  recollection  of  that  fact, 
he  committed  it  to  writing.  If  the  witness  be  correct  in  that  which  he 
positively  states  from  present  recollection,  viz.,  that  at  a  prior  time  he 
had  a  perfect  recollection,  and  having  that  recollection,  truly  stated  it 
in  the  document  produced,  the  writing,  though  its  contents  are  thus  but 

^  Feeler  t.  Heathy  1 1  Wend.  478.  It  is  propdr  for  a  witness,  who  swears  to 
the  correctness  of  his  notes  of  a  transaction,  and  that  without  them  his  recollec- 
tion of  the  facts  is  indistinct,  to  read  those  notes  to  the  jury :  Rogers  ▼.  Burton 
et  al.,  Peck  108.  A  witness  will  be  permitted  to  refer  to  a  summary  of  his  testi- 
mony given  on  a  former  trial  for  the  purpose  of  reviving  his  recollection :  i^tor- 
don  y.  Davis,  9  La.  242.  But  a  witness  for  plaintiff  has  no  right  to  refresh 
his  memory  by  reference  to  the  plaintiff's  books,  when  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
entries  were  made  by  the  witness :  Parguad  v.  Ouice,  Adv.  6  La.  77.  G. 

See  further  Welcome  v.  Batchelder,  10  Shep.  85 ;  Vcutbinder  v.  Metcalf,  3  Ala. 
100 ;  Lawrence  v.  Bates,  5  Wend.  301 ;  Ounngs  v.  Shannon,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  188  ; 
Columbia  v.  Harrison,  2  Rep.  Const.  Ct.  213 ;  Babb  v.  Clemson,  12  S.  A;  R.  328 ; 
Key  V.  Lynn,  4  Litt.  338 ;  Kendall  v.  Stone,  2  Sandf.  Sup.  Ct  269 ;  NeU  v. 
Childs,  10  Ired.  195 ;  Rutherford  v.  Branch  Bank,  14  Ala.  92 ;  Huffyr,  Bennett, 
2  Sel.  337  ;  State  v.  Lull,  37  Me.  246 ;  George  v.  Loy,  19  N.  H.  544.  The  book 
or  paper  used  to  refresh  memory  need  not  be  produced  at  the  trial :  Howland  v. 
Sheriff  of  Queen's  County,  5  Sandf.  219 ;  State  v.  Cheek,  13  Ired.  114.  Contra, 
Harrison  v.  Middleton,  11  Gratt.  527.  For  other  oases  as  to  refreshing  memory 
by  writings,  see  Feck  v.  Lake,  3  Lans.  136  *,  Mea^am  v.  FiU,  51  Barb.  65 ;  Pur^ 
chase  v.  Mattison,  2  Rob.  71 ;  Finney  v.  Andrus,  41  Vt.  631 ;  WiUiams  v.  MiUer, 
1  Wash.  Ter.  105 ;  State  v.  Bacon,  41  Vt.  526 ;  Godden  v.  Fierson,  42  Ala.  370 ; 
Seaverns  v.  Tribley,  48  111.  195 ;  Watkins  v.  WaUace,  19  Mich.  57 ;  Spiker  v. 
Nyedigger,  30  Md.  315 ;  Dugan  v.  Mahoney,  11  Allen  572 ;  Frather  v.  Friiehard, 
26  Md.  65;  Schittler  v.  Jones,  20  Wis.  412;  Sclover  v.  Rexford's  Ex.,  2  P.  F. 
Smith  308 ;  Wtlde  v.  Hezter,  50  Barb.  448 ;  Haach  v.  Fearing,  5  Rob.  528 ;  State 
y.  Taylor,  3  Oreg.  10.  A  memorandum  becomes  evidence  only  when  the  witness 
is  unable  after  examination  to  state  the  particulars  from  recollection,  and  when 
he  can  swear  that  he  knew  it  to  be  correct  at  the  time  it  was  made :  Kelsea  t. 
FUtcher,  48  N.  H.  282 ;  Farsons  v.  Manufacturers'  Ins.  Co.,  82  Mass.  463.  The 
opposite  party  has  the  right  to  inspect  the  memorandum :  McKivitt  v.  Cone,  30 
Iowa  455. 
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mediately  proved,  must  be  true.  Such  evidence,  though  its  reception 
be  warranted  by  sound  principles,  is  not  in  *ordinary  cases^ 
as  strong  and  satisfactory  as  immediate  testimony,  for  in  such  ^  -' 
cases,  the  witness  professing  to  have  no  recollection  left  as  the  facts 
themselves,  there  is  less  opportunity  for  cross-examination,  and  fraud 
is  more  easily  practised.^ 

There  is  also  a  class  of  cases  where  the  testimony  of  a  witness  is 
admissible  to  prove  a  fact,  although  he  has  neither  any  recollection 
of  the  fact  itself,  nor  mediate  knowledge  of  the  fact,  by  means  of  a 

*  See  B.  V.  St  Martin's,  Leicester,  2  Ad.  k  E.  (29  E.  C.  L.  R.)  210.  In  many 
cases,  such  as  where  an  agent  has  been  employed  to  make  a  plan  or  map,  and 
has  lost  the  items  of  actual  admeasurement,  all  he  can  state  is,  that  the  plan  or 
map  is  correct,  and  has  been  constructed  from  materials  which  he  knew  at  the 
time  to  be  true ;  and  see  Home  v.  Mackenzie,  post,  p.  182,  n.  (g), 

*  When  a  witness,  of  his  own  free  will  and  accord,  draws  up  a  memorandum 
or  has  it  drawn  up  under  his  immediate  direction  at  the  time  of  the  fact,  or 
soon  afterwards,  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  the  memory  of  it,  he  may  adopt 
its  contents  as  his  testimony ;  although  at  the  time  of  testifying  he  recollects 
nothing  further  than  that  he  had  accurately  reduced  or  procured  to  be  reduced 
the  whole  transaction  to  writing.  But  if  the  paper  was  drawn  up  weeks  after 
the  fact  occurred,  or  if  it  was  drawn  up,  or  procured  to  be  drawn  up,  by  the 
party  in  whose  favor  the  witness  is  called  to  give  evidence,  he  cannot  be  allowed 
to  testify  to  its  contents,  if  he  does  not  recollect  them  independently  of  the 
paper:  O'Neal  r.  Walton,  1  Richardson  234.  Where  ship  timber  was  sold, 
without  being  scheduled  or  set  apart  from  similar  timber  with  which  it  was 
mingled,  a  witness  called  to  identify  the  timber  who  was  unable  to  do  it  except 
by  a  schedule  made  some  months  after  the  sale,  and  even  with  that  having  no 
present  recollection  of  the  articles  enumerated,  was  admitted :  Olover  v.  Hanr 
nemell,  6  Pick.  222 ;  Downes  v.  Rowell,  24  Vt.  343 ;  Seavy  v.  Dearborn,  19  N.  H. 
351-,  Webster  y,  Clark,  IQ  Fost.  245;  State  v.  ColweU,  3  R.  I.  132;  Tuttle  v. 
Robinson,  33  N.  H.  104;  Bartletty,  Hoyt,  Ibid.  151 ;  Halsey\,  Sinsebaugh,  1 
Smith  (N.  Y.)  4S5 ;  Hearty,  Hammell,  3  Barr 414.  Contra,  Reddon  v.  Spruance, 
4  Harring.  217.  A  witness  to  refresh  his  memory  may  use  a  memorandum  not 
made  by  himself,  when,  after  seeing  it,  he  can  recall  the  facts  stated  in  it,  and 
testify  to  them  as  matters  of  present  recollection :  Hill  v.  State,  17  Wis.  675. 
A  witness  may  use  a  memorandum  to  refresh  his  recollection,  although  it  was 
not  made  by  himself,  if  he  saw  the  paper  while  the  facts  therein  stated  were  fresh 
in  his  recollection  and  he  can  say  that  he  then  knew  they  were  correctly  stated : 
Coffin  V.  Vincent,  12  Gush.  98 ;  Green  v.  Caulk,  16  Md.  556.  Where  a  witness  has  no 
recollection  of  a  fact  independently  of  a  memorandum  in  his  handwriting  and 
made  in  the  usual  course  of  his  business,  it  is  sufficient  to  authorize  its  being 
read  in  proof  of  any  fact  which  it  would  establish :  Taylor  v.  Stringer,  I  Hilt. 
377 ;  Martin  v.'  Good,  14  Md.  398 ;  Spring  Ins,  Co.  v.  Evans,  15  Md.  54 ;  Guy 
v.  Mead,  22  N.  Y.  462 ;  Fitzpatrick  v.  Fitzpatrick,  6  R.  I.  64 ;  Briggs  v.  Raf- 

ferty,  14  Gray  525 ;  Marely  v.  Shults,  29  N.  Y.  346 ;  Mims  v.  Sturdevant,  36 
Ala.  636.    Contra,  People  v.  Elyea,  14  Cal.  144. 


178  EXAMINATION    OP    WITNESSES    IN    CHIEF. 

memorial  of  the  truth  of  which  he  has  a  present  recollection.  This 
happens  where  the  memorandum  is  such  as  to  enable  the  witness  to 
state  with  certainty  that  it  would  not  have  been  made  had  not  the 
fact  in  question  been  true.  Here  the  truth  of  the  evidence  does  not 
wholly  depend  on  the  contents  of  the  document  itself,  or  on  any 
recollection  of  the  witness  of  the  document  itself,  or  of  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  it  was  made,  but  upon  a  conviction  arising 
from  the  knowledge  of  his  own  habits  and  conduct  suflSciently  strong 
to  make  the  existence  of  the  document  wholly  irreconcilable  with  the 
non-existence  of  the  fact,  and  so  4;o  convince  him  of  the  affirmative. 

Thus,  in  proving  the  execution  of  a  deed  or  other  instrument  (one 
of  the  most  ordinary  and  cogent  cases  within  this  class)  where  a  wit- 
ness called  to  prove  the  execution  of  a  deed  sees  his  signature  to  the 
attestation,  and  says  he  is  thereby  sure  that  he  saw  the  party  execute 
the  deed,  that  is  a  sufficient  proof  of  the  execution  of  the  deed,  al- 
though the  witness  should  add  that  he  has  no  recollection  of  the  fact 
r*1 7Q1  ^^  ^^^  execution  of  the  deed."  The  admission  of  such  ^evidence 
is  not  confined  to  attestations  of  the  execution  of  written  in- 
struments/ A  plaintiff  called  a  bankrupt  in  an  action  against  his 
assignees  to  prove  the  receipt  of  <£20  by  him  from  the  plaintiif ;  the 
witness  stated  that  ^20  had  been  received  from  the  plaintiif,  and  not 
carried  to  account.  A  rough  cash-book  of  the  plaintiff's  was  then 
put  into  the  witness's  hands,  containing  the  entry,  "  4th  Nov.,  1822, 
Debtor,  R.  Lancaster^  check  <£20,  R.  2/.;"  the  witness  then  said, 
''  The  entry  of  <£20  in  the  plaintiff's  book  has  my  initials,  written  at 
the  time.  I  have  no  recollection  that  I  received  the  money.  I  know 
nothing  but  by  the  book ;  but,  seeing  my  initials,  I  have  no  doubt 
that  I  received  the  money.''  An  objection  made  to  the  reading 
of  the  paper  without  the  stamp  was  overruled,  Lord  Tenterden  being 
of  opinion  that,  though  it  was  not  in  itself  admissible  evidence  to 
prove  the  payment  of  the  money,  the  witness  might  use  it  to  refresh 
his  memory,  and  that  his  saying  he  had  no  doubt  that  he  had  re- 
ceived the  money  was  sufficient  evidence  of  the  fact.  On  motion  for 
a  new  trial,  Lord  Tenterden  said,  '^  Here  the  witness,  on  seeing  the 
entry  signed  by  himself,  said  he  had  no  doubt  that  he  had  received 
Ij^e  money.  The  paper  itself  was  not  used  as  evidence  of  the  receipt 
of  the  money,  but  only  to  enable  the  witness  to  refresh  his  memory, 

»  Per  Bayley,  J.,  in  Maugham  v.  Hubbard,  8  B.  &  C.  (15  E.  C.  L.  R)  14 ;  and 
see  Bringloe  v.  Goodson,  5  Bing  N.  C.  (35  E.  C.  L.  R.)  738. 
«  Ibid. 
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and  when  he  had  said  that  he  had  no  doubt  that  he  had  received  the 
money,  there  was  sufficient  parol  evidence  to  prove  the  payment." 

It  is  of  course  essential  that  the  witness  should  be  enabled,  upon 
seeing  the  memorandum  or  other  entry,  to  swear  positively  to  the 
truth  of  the  fact,  although  he  has  no  present  independent  recollection 
of  it  J 

It  is  not  essential  that  the  memorandum  should  have  been  con- 
temporary with  the  fact.  It  seems  to  be  sufficient  if  it  has  been 
made  by  the  witness,  or  by  another  with  his  *privity,  at  a 
time'  when  the  facts  were  fresh  in  the  recollection  of  the  ^  -■ 
witness,  and  that  the  reading  such  memorandum  restores  the  recol- 
lection of  the  fact  which  had  faded  in  the  memory,*  or  enables  him 
to  swear  to  the  truth  of  the  fact.^  Neither  is  it  necessary  that  the 
paper  should  have  been  written  by  the  witness  himself,  provided  he 
recollects  having  seen  it  when  his  memory  as  to  the  facts  was  still 
fresh,  and  he  remembers  that  he  then  knew  the  statement  to  be  cor- 
rect.^ '    A  deposition  formerly  made  by  an  aged  witness  was  allowed 

y  K.  v.  Si.  MarHn's,  Leicester,  2  Ad.  &  E.  (29  E.  C.  L.  R.)  210 ;  Maugham  v. 
Hubbard,  8  B.  &  C.  (15  E.  C.  L.  R.)  14. 

■  Wood  V.  Cooper,  1  Car.  &  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  645 ;  Smith  v.  Morgan,  2  M. 
&  Rob.  257.  In  the  caao  of  SandweU  v.  Sandwell,  Comb.  445,  Lord  Holt  )8  re- 
ported to  have  said,  that  the  meinorandum  mast  have  been  made  presently : 
and  in  Whitjidd  v.  Aland,  2  Car.  &  K.  (61  E.  C.  L.  R.)  1015,  it-was  held  that 
the  entry,  if  not  contemporaneons,  should  be  nearly  so,  and  if  it  has  been  made 
at  some  time  subsequently  at  the  instigation  of  the  party  or  his  attorney,  the 
witness  will  certainly  not  be  allowed  to  use  it:  Steinkeller  v.  Newton,  9  Car.  & 
P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  313. 

•  Tanner  ▼.  Taylor,  3  T.  R.  754  j  8  East  284 ;  Doe  v.  Perkina,  3  T.  R.  749 ; 
SandweU  ▼.  Sandwell,  Comb.  445 ;  Ramberi  v.  Cohen,  4  Esp.  C.  213  ;  Duchess  of 
Kingston's  case,  20  How.  St.  T.  355 ;  Henry  v.  Lee,  2  Chit.  124 ;  Jones  v,  Stroud, 
2  C.  A  P.  (12  E.  C.  L.  R.)  196;  R.  v.  Hedges,  28  How.  St.  T.  1367.  So  a 
person  who  has  from  time  to  time  examined  entries  in  a  log-book,  whilst  the 
events  were  fresh  in  his  recollection,  may  refer  to  the  book  to  refresh  his 
memory  when  examined  as  to  a  fact  recorded  there,  and  which  he  remembers  to 
have  seen  there  when  he  had  a  clear  recollection  of  the  circumstances :  Bur* 
rough  v.  Martin,  2  Camp.  112. 

^  Burton  v.  Plummer,  2  Ad.  &  Ell.  (29  E.  C.  L.  R.)  341 ;  Burrough  v.  Martin, 

'  A  witness  will  be  allowed  to  refer  to  a  report  of  experts  of  whom  he  was 
one  which  has  been  set  aside,  for  the  purpose  of  refreshing  his  memory,  when 
the  fact  to  be  proyed  was  what  estimate  he  had  put  on  the  work  done,  the 
reference  being  as  to  a  memorandum  deliberately  made  at  the  time :  Biord€n  y. 
Dams,  9  La.  R.  242.    See  also  Cflover  y.  HunneweU,  6  Pick.  222. 

'  In  South  Carolina,  it  is  held,  that  when  a  witness  has  made  a  memorandum 
at  the  time  of  the  happening  of  certain  facts,  for  the  purpose  of  perpetuating 
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to  be  read  to  him  at  the  trial,  in  order  to  refresh  his  memory;"  and 
where  a  *witness  who  had  received  money,  and  given  a  re- 
^  J  ceipt  for  it  which  could  not  be  read  in  evidence  for  want  of  a 
proper  stamp,  had  become  blind,  the  receipt  was  read  to  him  in 
court  for  a  similar  purpose.^  And  where  the  plaintiff  had  entered  an 
account  in  writing  of  goods  and  money  from  time  to  time  forwarded 
to  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant  had,  by  his  signature  at  the 
foot  of  each  page,  admitted  the  truth  of  the  items,  but  the  writing 
itself  could  not  be  given  in  evidence  for  want  of  receipt  of  stamps,  as 
the  cash  items  in  each  page  exceeded  40^.,  yet  it  was  held  that  the 
plaintiff  might  prove,  that  upon  calling  over  each  article  to  the  de- 
fendant he  admitted  the  receipt,  and  that  the  witness  who  heard  him 
might  refresh  his  memory  by  referring  to  the  account.*  So  where 
a  person  employed  to  let  lands  read  over  the  terms  to  the  defendant 
from  a  written  paper,  he  was  allowed  to  refresh  his  memory  by  that 
document.' 

2  Camp.  C.  112  5  Jacob  ▼.  Lindsay ^  1  East  460;  Howard  v.  Canfield^  5  Dowl. 
417  }  Henry  v.  Lee,  2  Chit.  124 ;  Duchess  of  Kingston's  case,  20  How.  St.  T.  619. 
A  witness  may  refresh  his  memory  from  notes  of  counsel  taken  at  a  former  trial : 
Lawes  v.  Reed^  2  Lew.  C.  C.  152.  But  Lord  Tenterden  would  not  allow  the 
memory  of  a  witness,  who  had  denied  that  he  had  been  sentenced  to  imprison- 
ment in  France,  to  be  refreshed  by  showing  him  a  copy  of  the  sentence  of  the 
French  court:  Meagoe  v.  Simmons,  3  Car.  A;  P.  (14  £.  C.  L.  R.)  75. 

»  Vaughan  v.  Martin,  1  Esp.  C.  440 ;  Doe  v.  Perkins,  3  T.  R.  749 ;  but  see  2 
M.  &  Rob.  257.  A  witness  was  allowed  to  refer  to  his  deposition  taken  before 
commissioners  of  bankruptcy,  to  refresh  his  memory  as  to  date :  Wood  y.  Cooper, 
1  C.  &  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  645 ;  but  not  to  go  through  the  whole:  Smith  v. 
Morgan,  2  M.  &  Rob.  257.  Whether  in  a  criminal  case  the  prisoner's  counsel 
may  offer  a  deposition  to  a  witness  on  examination  to  refresh  his  memory, 
quaire.  Denied  by  Parke,  B.,  and  Coltman,  J.,  York  S.  Assizes,  1837.  Ad- 
mitted by  Patteson,  J.,  at  a  former  assizes ;  and  in  a  subsequent  case  at  the 
same  assizes,  admitted  by  Parke,  B.,  and  Coltman,  J. — Mr.  Starkie's  Note,  3d 
edit,  vol.  i.,  p.  601. 

*  Catt  V.  Howard,  3  Stark.  C.  (3  B.  C.  L.  R.)  3.  Where  a  witness  to  prove 
the  receipt  of  money,  after  having  denied  all  recollection  of  it,  was  shown  a 
written  entry  with  his  initials,  and  then  said  he  had  no  doubt  of  his  having  re- 
ceived the  money ;  held  that  it  was  not  necessary  such  paper  should  be  stamped, 
after  being  looked  at  to  refresh  his  memory ;  the  parol  evidence  to  prove  the 
payment  was  sufficient:  Maugham  v.  Hubbard,  8  B.  &  C.  (15  £.  C.  L.  R.)  14. 

*  Jacob  V.  Lindsay,  1  East  460 ;  supra,  tit.  Stamp. 

'  Lord  Bolton  v.  Tomlin,  5  Ad.  &  E.  (31  E.  C.  L.  R.)  856. 

the  memory  of  them,  and  can  at  a  subsequent  period  swear  that  he  made  the 
entry  at  the  time  for  that  purpose  and  that  he  knows  from  that  memorandum 
that  the  facts  did  exist,  it  will  be  good  evidence,  though  the  witness  does  not 
retain  a  distinct  recollection  of  the  facts  themselves ;  and  the  rule  is  the  same  in 
criminal  as  in  civil  cases :  State  v.  Bawle,  2  N.  &  McC.  331,  M. 
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Whether  the  writing  be  used  merely  as  an  instrument  for  restoring 
the  recollection  of  a  fact,  or  be  oifered  to  be  read  as  containing  a 
true  account  of  particulars  entirely  forgotten,  it  must,  in  conformity 
with  the  general  principle  *of  evidence,  be  the  beat  for  the  i-  ♦-!  ooi 
purpose  that  the  case  admits  of.  For  although  it  be  plain 
that  if  the  recollection  of  a  forgotten  fact  be  completely  restored, 
the  means  of  restoration  are  immaterial,  yet,  where  the  questions 
are,  whether  knowledge  of  the  fact  once  existed,  and  whether  it  will 
be  restored  by  the  means  proposed,  it  is  obvious  that  such  restoration 
is  more  likely  to  be  accomplished  by  a  genuine  than  by  a  false,  or 
even  imperfect  memorandum,  and  that  a  false  suggestion  made  by 
such  means  is  more  likely  to  create  an  erroneous  than  to  restore  a 
correct  impression.  The  general  principle,  therefore,  operates  to  the 
exclusion  of  the  inferior  evidence.  Where  the  object  is  not  to  restore 
recollection,  but  to  get  at  the  contents  of  a  writing,  on  the  ground 
that  the  witness  knows  those  contents  to  be  true,  it  is  in  effect  to 
give  the  writing  in  evidence,  and  consequently  to  give  force  to  the 
objection  that  it  is  not  the  best  evidence  the  case  admits  of.  Two 
steps  are  essential  in  such  a  case  to  the  truth  of  the  conclusion ;  first, 
that  the  witness  knows  that  the  fact  was  truly  stated  on  a  former 
occasion  in  some  particular  document ;  secondly,  that  the  document 
produced  contains  that  statement ;  and  the  best  evidence  of  this  is  by 
the  production  of  the  original  document.  In  conformity  with  this 
principle,  it  has  been  held  that  a  mere  copy  of  a  writing,*  r*-|QQ-| 
^although  made  by  the  witness  himself,  cannot  be  used  for 
the  purpose.^ 

■  The  rule  does  not  extend  to  the  exclusion  of  a  duplicate  original,  and  in 
practice  a  wituess  is  admitted  to  refresh  his  memory,  as  to  items  of  goods  de- 
livered, by  a  copy  recently  taken  by  him  from  a  shop-book,  or  other  documents 
of  his  own  writing,  or  written  with  his  knowledge.  And  where  A.  having  made 
a  surrey  furnished  a  report  to  his  employers,  and  being  afterwards  called  as  a 
witness  produced  a  printed  copy  of  it,  in  the  margin  of  which,  he  had,  two  days 
before,  to  assist  him  in  giving  explanation,  made  some  jottings,  and  this  report 
was  made  up  from  his  original  notes,  and  was  in  substance,  though  not  in  words 
a  transcript  of  them,  the  House  of  Lords  held  that  he  might  look  at  such  printed 
copy  to  refresh  his  memory :  Home  v.  Mackenzie^  6  Gl.  &  Fin.  628.  And  where 
an  editor  of  a  newspaper  swore  that  A.  wrote  the  article  in  question,  but  the 
MS.  had  been  been  lost,  and  A,  stated  that  he  had  been  in  the  habit  of  writing 
such  articles,  and  that  they  were  all  true,  but  he  did  not  recollect  the  article  in 
question ;  he  was  allowed  by  Rolfe,  B.,  to  refresh  his  memory  with  the  newspa- 
per:  Topkam  V.  McGregor,  1  0.  &  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  320. 

^  In  the  case  of  Burton  v.  Plummer,  2  Ad.  &  E.  (29  £.  0.  L.  R.)  348 ;  Patte- 
8on,  J.,  observed :  *'  The  copy  of  an  entry  not  made  by  the  witness  con  tempo* 
rmneoasly,  does  not  seem  to  me  to  be  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  refreshing  a 
witness's  memory.    The  rule  is,  that  the  best  evidence  must  be  produced,  and 
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In  analogy  to  the  ordinary  rules  of  documentary  evidence,  a  copy 
may  be  used  to  refresh  the  memory,  on  proof  that  the  original  has 
been  lost.  Yet,  in  one  instance,  it  was  held*  that  a  copy  made  by 
r*l841  ^^^  witness  himself  six  ^months  after  the  fact,  from  his  own 
memorandum  made  at  the  time  of  the  fact,  could  not  be  used, 
although  the  witness  swore  that  the  original  was  lost,  and  was  at  the 
time  of  the  loss  illegible,  being  covered  with  figures. 

Where  a  witness  refreshes  his  memory  from  memoranda,  it  is  usual 
and  reasonable  that  the  adverse  counsel  should  have  an  opportunity 
of  inspecting  them^  for  the  purpose  of  cross-examining  the  wit- 
that  rule  appears  to  me  to  be  applicablei  whether  a  paper  be  produced  as  evi- 
dence in  itself,  or  to  be  used  merely  to  refresh  the  memory.  In  the  case  of  Doe 
V.  Perkins^  3  T.  R.  752,  Lord  Kenyon  cited  a  case  in  Chancery,  ^l^^re  a  motion 
was  made  to  suppress  a  deposition  on  a  certificate  from  the  commissioners  that 
the  witness  refreshed  her  memory  by  minutes  consisting  of  six  sheets  of  paper 
of  her  own  handwriting,  the  substance  of  which  she  declared  she  had  set  down 
from  time  to  time  as  the  facts  occurred  to  her  memory ;  that  five  of  the  six  sheets 
were  drawn  up  in  the  form  of  a  deposition  by  the  plaintiff's  solicitor,  whom  she 
had  requested  to  digest  her  notes,  and  reduce  them  to  some  order ;  and  that,  after 
he  had  done  so,  she  transcribed  and  altered  them  wherever  it  was  necessary  to 
make  them  consistent  with  her  meaning,  and  that  the  Lord  Chancellor,  in  giving 
judgment,  said :  *^  Should  the  Court  connive  at  proceedings  like  these,  deposi- 
tions would  really  be  no  better  than  affidavits,  for  should  a  witness  be  permitted 
to  use  a  paper,  especially  one  drawn  up  by  the  attorney  of  one  of  the  parties, 
though  from  memoranda  furnished  by  the  witness,  I  might  as  well  let  the  attor^ 
ney  draw  an  affidavit  for  her,  and  use  that  instead  of  a  deposition.  To  be  sure, 
in  some  cases,  a  man  may  use  papers  at  law,  but  I  have  known  'some  judges 
(and,  I  think,  I  adhered  chiefly  to  that  rule  myself)  let  them  use  only  papers 
drawn  up  as  the  facts  happened,  and  all  other  papers  I  have  bid  them  put  in 
their  pockets ;  and  if  any  had  been  offered  which  had  been  drawn  by  the  attor- 
ney, I  should  have  reprimanded  him  severely.  As  to  dates  and  names,  which 
are  merely  technical,  it  is  quite  another  thing."  In  Solomons  v.  Campbell^  cor. 
Abbott,  J.,  Sitt.  after  Mich.  1822,  also,  a  witness  was  not  allowed  to  refresh  his 
memory  by  a  copy  taken  from  a  shopbook,  neither  of  the  entries  having  b^en 
written  by  himself. 

*  Jones  V.  Stroud,  2  C.  &  P.  (12  E.  C.  L.  R.)  196 ;  and  see  Burton  v.  Flummery 
2  Ad.  &  E.  (29  E.  C.  L.  R.)  343  j  and* also  eontrfl.  Wood  v.  Cooper,  1  C.  &  K.  (47 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  646 ;  R,  v.  Kinlochy  25  How.  St.  T.  937. 

^  Where  a  party  possessed  the  means,  the  recollection  of  the  witness  would  of 
course  be  refreshed  before  the  trial,  and  then  if  he  testified  as  to  his  having  an 
actual  present  recollection  of  the  fact,  it  would  of  course  be  unaecessary,  as  re- 
gards his  testimony  in  chief,  to  refer  to  the  means  by  which  his  recollection  was 
restored  after  it  had  once  been  lost.  Where  such  means  were  wanting,  or  the 
defect  was  not  anticipated,  the  attempt  may  be  made  as  above  stated,  at  the  trial ; 
but  as  the  license  might  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  putting  leading  questions  or 
suggestions  in  the  most  objectional  form,  and  facility  might,  by  such  means,  be 
given  to  fraudulent  testimony,  it  is  expedient  that  opportunity  should  be  affordjad 
for  the  prevention  of  abuse. 
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nesses  ;^  and  he  is  entitled  to  cross-examine  not  only  as  to  the  par- 
ticular part  referred  to,  but  as  to  other  parte  of  the  entry.™ 

Where  the  memory  of  a  witness  has  been  refreshed  previous  to  the 
trial,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  writing  by  means  of  which  this  was 
done  should  be  produced  at  the  trial ;''  the  omission  to  produce  it 
would  of  course  afford  matter  for  observation.  Where  the  witness  has 
710  distinct  recollection  of  a  fact  independently  of  the  writing,  the 
writing  itself  must  be  produced.® 

*A  witness  may  also  in  some  instances,  on  principles  which 
have  already  been  adverted  to,  be  examined  as  to  what  he    ^         -^ 

>  Per  Eyre,  C.  J. ;  Hardy's  case,  24  Howell's  St.  Tr.  824 ;  R.  v.  Ramsden,  2  C. 
&  P.  (12  E.  C.  L.  R.)  603  ;  Sinclair  v.  Stevenson,  1  C.  &  P.  (12  E,  C.  L.  R.)  582 ; 
see  Howard  v.  Canjield,  5  Dowl.  P.  C.  417.  But  if  the  question  founded  upon 
the  memoranda  wholly  fail,  the  adverse  counBel  has  no  right  to  see  them :  Reg, 
Y.  Duncombe,  8  C.  &  P.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  369. 

■>  Lloyd  V.  Freshfieldy  2  G.  &  P.  (12  E.  C.  L.  R.)  325:  But  if  he  cross-examine 
as  to  other  entries  in  the  same  book,  he  makes  them  his  own  evidence :  Cfregory 
v.  Tavemor,  6  Car.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  280. 

"  See  Kensington  v.  IngliSy  8  East  273. 

^  Doe  V.  Perkins,  3  T.  R.  749.  The  question  was,  at  what  time  the  annual 
holding  of  several  tenants  expired.  Aldridge  had  gone  round  with  the  receiver 
of  the  rents  to  the  di£ferent  tenants,  whose  declarations  as  to  their  times  of  entry 
were  noted  down  in  a  boo^,  some  by  Aldridge  and  some  hy  the  receiver.  Al- 
dridge was  examined  as  to  these  declarations,  the  original  book  not  being  in 
court ;  he  admitted  that  he  had  no  recollection  on  the  subject,  except  from  ex- 
tracts made  by  him  from  the  book ;  and  the  evidence  was  afterwards  held  by 
the  Court  of  K.  B.  to  have  been  inadmissible. 

In  the  above  case,  that  of  Tofiner  v.  Taylor  was  cited,  which  had  been  decided 
by  Legge,  B.,  Hereford  Spring  Assizes,  1751 ;  where,  in  an  action  for  goods  sold 
and  delivered,  the  witness  who  proved  the  delivery  took  it  from  an  account 
which  he  had  in  his  hand  ;  being  a  copy,  as  he  said,  of  the  day-book  which  he 
had  left  at  home ;  and  Mr.  Baron  Legge  held,  that  if  he  could  swear  positively 
to  the  delivery  from  recollection,  and  the  paper  was  only  to  refresh  his  memory, 
he  might  make  oath  of  it ;  but  if  ne  could  not  from  recollection  swear  to  the 
deliveries  any  further  than  as  finding  them  entered  in  his  book,  then  the  original 
should  have  been  produced ;  and  the  witness  saying  he  could  not  swear  from 
recollection,  the  plaintiff  was  nonsuited.  In  Beech  v.  Jones,  5  C.  B.  (57  £.  C.  L. 
R.)  696,  a  banker^s  clerk  was  called  to  give  secondary  evidence  that  a  bill  was 
made  payable  at  Mold.  He  stated  that  on  the  preceding  day  he  had  looked  at 
an  entry  in  his  own  handwriting,  made  when  the  bank  received  the  bill,  which 
had  been  redelivered  to  the  defendant,  which  entry  described  the  bill  as  payable 
at  Mold ;  but  he  admitted  that  he  had  no  recollection  whatever  of  the  bill  or 
its  contents,  save  what  he  derived  from  the  entry.  The  book  not  being  pro- 
duced, it  was  objected  that  evidence  in  its  absence  was  not  admissible;  but 
Ooltman,  J.,  having  admitted  it,  the  Court  of  C.  P.  granted  a  new  trial,  on  the 
authority  of  Doe  v.  Perkins,  And  see  a  case  cited  from  Lord  Ashburton's  note, 
3  T.  R.  652:  Rex  v.  Duchess  of  Kingston,  20  How.  St.  Tr.  355;  8  East  289; 
Kensington  t.  Inglis,  8  East  273 ;  Hedge's  case,  28  How.  St.  Tr.  1367. 
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has  heard  from  others  ;  and  evidence  of  this  nature  is  either  original 
evidence^  which  is  admissible  without  previous  proof  to  warrant  it,  or 
is  merely  secondary^  and  admissible  onlj  on  failure  of  some  other 
and  superior  evidence  which  is  no  longer  attainable.  Of  the  first  de- 
scription  is  evidence  of  reputation,  of  declarations  *which  ac- 
^  -^  company  and  explain  material  facts,  and  of  declarations 
made  by  the  adverse  party  in  the  cause.^ 

Evidence  of  reputation,  subject  to  the  limitations  already  stated,*' 
is  admissible  upon  questions  as  to  the  boundaries  of  parishes,  manors, 
or  other  districts  in  which  many  persons  possess  an  interest ;'  ^  upon 

^  See  tit.  Admissions. 

*>  It  will  be  seen,  from  what  has  already  been  observed  on  this  subject,  that 
the  term  reputation,  as  denoting  a  class  of  evidence,  has  acquired  a  technical 
sense,  which  di£fers  in  some  respects  from  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  term,  and 
includes  all  evidence,  whether  oral  or  written,  which  on  principles  already  ad- 
verted to  is  admissible  to  prove  matters  of  public  and  general  interest. 

The  ca.ses  on  this  subject  will  be  found  under  the  heads  of  Reputation — Pedi- 
gree— Prescription — Highwat — Common — Manor,  and  other  particular  titles 
to  which  the  decisions  relate. 

'  See  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Custom.  Hearsay  evidence  is  admissible  on  a  question  of 
parochial  or  manorial  boundary,  although  the  persons  who  have  been  heard  to 
speak  of  the  boundary  were  parishioners,  and  claimed  rights  of  common  on  the 
very  wastes  which  their  declarations  have  a  tendency  to  enlarge :  NicholU  v. 
Parker,  14  East  331 ;  BHsco  v.  Loftiax,  8  Ad.  &  E.  (35  E.  C.  L.  R.)  198  ;  Evans 
V.  Bees,  10  Ad.  &  E.  (37  E.  C.  L.  R.)  151 ;  Thomas  v.  Jenkins,  6  Ad.  &  E.  (33 
£.  C.  L.  R.)  525.  So  on  a  question  of  boundary  between  old  and  new  land  in 
a  manor :  Barnes  v.  Mawson,  1  M.  &  S.  77. 

Where,  in  trespass  for  levying  a  distress  for  rates  claimed  to  be  due  on  lands  in 
the  parish  A.,  the  question  was  whether  they  were  situate  in  that  or  the  adjoining 
parish  B. ;  it  was  held,  that  being  a  question  of  boundary,  in  which  reputation  was 
admissible,  leases  granted  by  the  deceased  ancestors  of  the  plaintiff's  landlord, 
describing  the  land  to  be  situated  in  B.,  were  properly  rec«^ived  in  evidence ;  also 
that  the  accounts  of  deceased  overseers  of  B,,  to  which  the  tenants  of  the  lands 
were  successively  assessed,  and  against  whose  names  crosses  were  made,  were 
admissible  in  evidence  of  payment  of  such  rates  by  them,  as  a  common  mode  of 
denoting  payment:  Plaxton  v.  Dare,  10  B.  &  C.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  17.  A  book  of 
leases  of  the  Dean  and  Chapter,  kept  in  the  chapter-house,  is  evidence  as  repu- 
tation on  a  question  of  boundary :  Coombs  v.  Coether,  M.  &  M.  (22  £.  C.  L.  R.) 
398.  Upon  the  question,  whether  a  particular  place  be  parcel  of  a  parish,  old 
entries  made  by  a  churchwarden,  not  charging  himself,  relating  to  the  repairs 
of  a  chapel  alleged  to  belong  to  the  place  in  question,  are  not  admissible :  Cooke 
V.  Bankesj  2  C.  &  P.  (12  E.  C.  L.  R.)  478.  But  orders  of  Justices  at  Sessions 
are  evidence  to  prove  a  district  to  be  parcel  of  a- hundred:  Duke  o/ Newcastle  v. 
Hundred  of  Broxtowe,  4  B.  &  Ad.  (24  E.  C.  L.  R.)  273.  Such  evidence  is  not, 
however,  evidence  to  prove  the  boundary  of  a  private  estate :  Clothier  v.  Chap- 

^  General  reputation  is  admissible  as  evidence  is  cases  of  boundary:  Standin 
V.  Bains,  1  Hay  w.  238 ;  Tate  v.  Southard,  1  Hawks.  45 ;  Beard's  Lessee  v.  Taiboi^ 
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questions  *relating"  to  the  rights  of  common,*  or  other  cus-  pj^-Q--, 
tomary  rights'*  or  obligations,  upon  questions  as  to  public  high-   L         J 

man,  14  East  331,  n.;  Dannison  v.  EUley,  3  £a^.  &  To.  Tithe  Cases  1393, 
where  the  testimony  of  a  witness  derived  from  hearsay  as  to  the  extent  of 
boundaries  and  parcels  of  an  estate  was  rejected  ]  though  in  Vavies  y.  Lewis,  2 
Chitty  (18  £.  G.  L.  R.)  35,  hearsay  evidence  was  admitted  upon  the  question 
whether  a  particular  place  was  parcel  of  a  sheep-walk.  As  this,  however,  was 
a  question  of  mere  private  right,  the  authority  of  this  case  seems  to  be  very 
doubtful.  And,  in  Thomas  v.  Jenkins,  6  Ad.  k  £.  (33  £.  C.  L.  R.)  525,  where 
the  boundary  of  an  estate  was  proved  to  be  the  same  as  that  of  two  hamlets, 
the  courts  held,  that  though  reputation  would  not  have  been  admissible  as  evi- 
dence to  prove  the  boundaries  of  the  estate,  per  se,  yet  it  was  evidence  to  prove 
the  boundaries  of  the  hamlet,  and  through  that  medium  admissible :  Steel  v. 
Prickett,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  £.  C.  L.  R.)  466. 

■  It  is  evidence  equally  to  prove  or  disprove  the  right  asserted :  Drinkwaier  v. 
Pbrter,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  £.  C.  L.  R.)  181  j  Marquis  of  Anglesea  v.  Lord  Hatherton 
10  M.  &W.  218. 

^  See  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Common,  where  the  cases  are  set  forth.  A  paper  signed  by 
many  deceased  copyholders  of  a  manor,  importing  what  was  the  general  right 
of  common  in  each  copyholder,  and  agreeing  to  restrict  it,  is  evidence  of  repu- 
tation, even  against  other  copyholders  not  claiming  under  those  who  signed  it : 
Chapman  v.  Cowland,  13  £ast  10.  So  reputation  is  evidence  of  a  right  of 
common  pttr  cause  de  vicinage  between  two  manors  :  Prichard  v.  Powell,  10  Q. 
B.  (59  £.  C.  L.  R.)  589.  But  in  Lord  Dunraven  v.  Llewellyn,  19  L.  J.,  Q.  B. 
388,  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  held  that  reputation  was  not  admissible 
evidence  on  a  question  as  to  common  appendant,  that  not  being  a  customary^ 
but  a  mere  private  right  derived  from  some  grant ;  and  observed  that  the  reasons 
given  for  the  judgment  in  Weeks  v.  Sparke,  1  M.  &  S.  679,  in  which  such  evi- 
dence was  admitted  on  the  like  question,  would  certainly  not  be  satisfactory  at 
the  present  day. 

"  Reputation  is  evidence  on  questions  respecting  general  customs  concerning 
parishes  or  manors,  or  the  inhabitants  of  towns  and  other  places :  Morewood  v. 
Wood,  14  East  327,  n.  Thus,  where  it  is  contended  that,  by  the  custom  of  a 
manor,  land  shall  descend  to  the  eldest  female  heir,  general  reputation  of  such 
custom,  and  instances  of  its  having  so  descended  on  some  occasions,  is  evidence 
proper  to  be  left  to  the  jury,  though  the  descent  contended  for  in  the  particular 
instance  is  not  exactly  similar  to  any  of  those  that  are  adduced  in  evidence ;  as 
where  the  estate  is  claimed  by  the  grandson  of  an  eldest  sister,  and  the  instances 
proved  are  only  of  descents  to  eldest  daughters  and  eldest  sisters  :  Doe  ex  dem. 
Foster  v.  Sisson,  12  East  62.  In  a  suit  between  a  copyholder  and  his  lord,  the 
copyholder  rested  his  case  upon  an  immemorial  custom  of  the  manor,  the  exist- 
ence of  which  the  lord  denied.     At  the  trial  the  lord  produced  the  record  of  a 

Cooke  142.  But  not  to  contradict  record  evidence  on  the  subject:  Lessee  of 
McCoy  V.  GaUoway,  3  Ohio  282.  So  also  what  has  been  said  by  a  deceased 
person  in  relation  to  a  boundary  is  admissible  as  evidence :  Caufman  v.  Congre- 
gaHan  of  Cedar  Springs,  6  Binn.  59 ;  Wolf  v.  Wyeth,  11  S.  &  R.  149.  But 
declarations  respecting  a  boundary  by  a  person  living,  and  who  might  be  pro- 
dnoed,  are  not  evidence :  Buchaium  v.  More,  10  S.  &  R.  275.  G. 

See  ante,  p.  46,  note  1. 
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ways,*  *question8  of  pedigree/  questions  as  to  rights  of  toll,* 
L         J    and  of  some  other  questions  of  public  and  general  interest/* 

suit  by  bill  in  the  Exchequer,  4  W.  &  M.,  wherein  the  parties  litigant  were  de- 
scribed as  lord  and  copyholder  (of  the  same  manor),  and  the  parties  deposing 
for  the  copyholder  were  so  described,  that  if  the  description  were  true,  they 
were  legally  competent  to  give  evidence  touching  the  customs  of  the  manor. 
Their  depositions  went  to  prove  a  custom  incunsistent  with  that  relied  upon  by 
the  now  plaintiff;  and  to  disprove  the  existence  of  such  last  mentioned  custom, 
the  lord  offered  them  as  evidence.  It  was  objected :  1.  That  the  present  parties 
were  not  privies  to  the  record  of  the  former  suit,  and  therefore  could  not  be 
affected  by  any  matter  therein  contained ;  it  was  res  inter  alios  acta,  2.  Or  sup- 
posing that  the  depositions  were  admissible  as  evidence  of  reputation,  still  that 
it  roast  be  shown  that  the  parties  were  invested  with  the  characters  described 
in  the  depositions,  and  not  having  which,  they  were  incompetent  to  depose.  3. 
Or  even  waiving  the  two  former  objections,  that  the  depositions  were  inadmissi- 
ble in  evidence,  being  declarations  made  post  litem  motam.  The  objections 
were  overruled  :  because,  1.  The  depositions  were  not  offered  as  a  record  estop- 
ping the  plaintiff,  but  as  declarations  of  deceased  persons,  touching  a  reputation 
or  received  opinion  :  their  simple  assertion  would  have  been  evidence  ;  d  for- 
tiori those  made  under  the  sanction  of  an  oath.  2.  That  at  the  distance  of 
time,  the  fact  that  the  witnesses  were  clothed  with  the  character  in  which  they 
deposed  must  be  taken  for  granted  ]  else  it  would  be  requiring  a  proof  which, 
in  all  probability,  it  were  impossible  to  adduce.  3.  The  two  customs — the  one 
litigated  in  the  former,  the  other  in  the  present  suit — were  different  *,  the  decla- 
rations, therefore,  though  made  after  the  first  custom  was  questioned,  were  made 
before  the  controversy  touching  the  present  was  raised :  Freeman  v.  Phillips,  4 
M.  &  S.  486.  Upon  a  question  as  to  the  custom  of  tithing  in  the  parish  of  A., 
evidence  that  such  a  custom  exists  in  the  adjacent  parishes  is  not  admissible. 
SecuSy  if  the  custom  be  hiid  as  the  general  custom  of  the  whole  country :  Fur-' 
neaux  v.  Hutchins,  Cowp.  807.  But  where  a  right  is  claimed  by  custom  in  a 
particular  manor  or  parish,  proof  of  a  similar  custom  in  an  adjoining  parish  or 
manor  is  not  admissible  evidence :  Fumeauz  v.  Hutchins,  Cowp.  807  ;  Dougl. 
512  J  Doe  d,  Foster  v.  Sisson,  12  East  62  ;  Marquis  of  AngUsea  v.  Lord  Hather- 
ton,  10  M.  &  W.  218. 

*  See  tit.  Highway  ;  Reed  v.  Jackson,  1  East  356 ;  i?.  v.  Bliss,  7  Ad.  &  E.  (34 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  550.  Such  evidence  is  admissible  upon  an  indictment  for  not  re- 
pairing a  public  bridge,  to  show  that  it  is  a  public  bridge :  R.  v.  Sutton,  8  Ad. 
&  E.  (35  E.  0.  L.  R.]  516 ;  although,  in  one  case,  this  seems  to  have  been 
doubted :  R.  v.  Antrobus,  2  Ad.  &  E.  (29  E.  C.  L.  R.)  794.  So,  to  prove  ^public 
right  of  landing  on  a  particular  spot :  Drinkwater  v.  Porter,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  18). 

^  See  Pedigree. 

'  A  deed  under  the  seal  of  the  University  of  Cambridge,  between  them  and 
the  town  of  Cambridge,  relating  to  the  toll  in  question,  was  held  admissible  as 
evidence  of  reputation  respecting  them :  Brett  v.  Beales,  M.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  417  ;  see  Vol.  II.,  tit.  PREscRrpTioN. 

'  Such  evidence  has  been  received  concerning  the  jurisdiction  df  a  court  upon 
a  question  whether  it  was  or  was  not  a  court  of  record :  Rogers  v.  Wood,  2  B.  & 

^  Evidence  of  hearsay  is  admissible  in  order  to  prove  pedigree :  Strickland  v. 
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'^It  is  not  esseotial  to  the  reception  of  such  evidence, 
where  it  is  adduced  in  proof  of  a  right,  that  a  foundation 
♦should  previously  have  been  laid  by  evidence  of  enjoyment, 
but  without  such  proof,  evidence  of  this  kind  is  of  little 


[n89] 
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weight.*      It  is  usually  essential  to   the  reception  of  evidence   of 

Ad.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  245 ;  Braine  v.  Dew,  2  Peake's  C.  204.  To  prove  a  custom 
of  a  corporation  to  exclude  foreigners  from  trading  in  a  particular  place  :  Davis 
v.  Morgan^  1  C.  &  J.  587  ;  or  a  right  in  a  recognized  body  of  persons  to  unload 
or  deliver  certain  goods  brought  to  a  port :  Layhourn  v.  Crisp,  4  M.  &  W.  320 ; 
or  a  right  in  the  lord  to  all  the  coals  under  a  certain  district  of  a  manor :  Barnes 
▼.  MatesoHj  1  M.  &  S.  77 ;  or  a  right  of  free  warren  over  all  the  copyhold  lands 
in  a  manor :  Lord  Camaervon  v.  Villehois,  13  M.  &  W.  313  ;  or  a  right  to  a  public 
ferry :  Pirn  v.  Curell,  6  M.  &  W.  234  ;  or  a  parochial  or  district  modus :  Moseley 
V.  Davies,  11  Price  162;  BuddT  y.  Wright,  1  Phill.  on  Ev.,  9th  edit.  240;  but 
not  a  farm  modus:  Wells  v.  Jesus  College,  Oxford,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  284. 
So,  to  prove  a  liability  to  repair  a  sea-wall :  B,  v.  Leigh,  10  Ad.  &>  E.  (37  £.  C. 
L.  R.)  398  ;*or  to  disprove  a  liability  to  repair  a  public  bridge  ratione  tenurce: 
R.  V.  Sutton,  8  Ad.  &  £.  (35  £.  C.  L.  R.)  516 ;  or  to  prove  a  mining  custom  in  a 
particular  district:  Crease  v.  Barrett,  1  C,  M.  &  R.  919;  and  upon  an  issue 
whether  A»  was  a  parochial  chapelry,  evidence  by  a  witness  of  what  he  had 
heard  a  former  incumbent  say  respecting  the  chapelry  was  held  admissible,  the 
right  involved  being  of  a  public  nature :  Carr  v.  Mosiyn,  5  Ex.  69.  But,  in  R, 
v.  ArUrobus,  2  Ad.  &  £.  (29  E.  C.  L.  R.)  788,  on  the  trial  of  an  information 
against  the  sheriff  of  a  county  for  not  executing  a  convict  under  sentence  of  death, 
it  was  held  that  a  witness  could  not  be  examined  as  to  his  having  heard  that 
it  was  the  custom  for  the  sheriff  to  be  exempted  from  performing,  and  for  anothef 
to  perform  the  duty  in  that  county ;  although  proof  had  been  given  that  another 
had  always  performed  it  within  the  time  of  living  memory,  because,  as  was  said, 
the  public  were  not  interested  in  the  question  which  officer  was  to  perform  the 
duty.  Lord  Holt,  in  Harcourfs  case,  Comb.  902,  admitted  evidence  of  reputa- 
tion to  prove,  in  an  action  of  ^ectionejirmce  for  a  rectory,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
in  holy  orders,  proof  having  been  previously  given  of  presentation,  admission, 
and  institution,  and  of  the  reading  of  the  articles.  Such  a  fact  seems,  however, 
to  be  more  properly  the  subject  of  presumption  than  of  proof  by  reputation :  see 
the  Bishop  ofMeath  v.  Lord  Belfield,  B.  N.  P.  295.  Evidence  of  reputation  that 
the  land  in  question  had  belonged  to  a  particular  individual,  and  been  pur- 
chased of  him  by  an  alleged  testator,  has  been  held  to  be  clearly  inadmissible : 
Doe  V.  Thomas,  14  East  323. 

*  Crease  v.  Barrett,  I  C,  M.  &  R.  919 ;  per  cur.  Lord  Dunraven  v.  Llewellyn, 
19  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  388. 

Poole,  1  Dall.  14.  So  also  in  favor  of  freedom :  Jenkins  v.  Tom,  1  Wash.  123 ; 
Gregory  v.  Bough,  4  Rand.  611.  But  evidence  of  hearsay  from  the  father  or 
mother  is  not  admissible  in  a  question  of  age :  Albertson  v.  Bobeston,  1  Dall.  9. 
Nor  for  the  purpose  of  proving  a  person's  birth-place :  Wilmington  v.  Burling- 
tonj  4  Pick.  174.  Common  reputation  is  the  best  evidence  of  the  state  of  a  man's 
property  when  collaterally  questioned :  State  v.  Cochryn^  2  Dev.  63.  G. 

See  ante^  p.  46,  note  1. 
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any  declaration  Or  entry  falling  within  this  description,  that  it 
should  have  been  made  ante  litem  motam;^  but  the  circumstance 
that  it  was  made  with  the  express  intention  of  preventing  dispute/ 
or  that  it  was  made  by  a  person  whose  title  it  supports/  or  that  it 
was  made  by  one  who  was,  or  believed  himself  to  be  in  pari  jure 
with  the  party  relying  on  the  declaration,'  will  not  exclude  the  evi- 
dence. 
^     ^  ^        *In  other  cases  a  witness  may  be  examined  as  to  matter 

r*i9n 

*-  J  of  hearsay,  where  the  evidence  is  admissible  as  secondary 
evidence/  Such  evidence  is  in  some  instances  admissible  to  prove 
the  testimony  given  by  a  witness  in  a  former  suit  between  the  same 
parties,  who  is  since  deceased;^  but  in*  this,  as  well  as  in  all  other 
cases  where  such  secondary  testimony  is  admitted,  it  is  necessary  to 
lay  the  foundation,  by  previous  proof,  that  the  superior  evidence,  in 
place  of  which  the  secondary  evidence  is  oiTered,  is  no  longer  attain- 
able. In  order  to  warrant  the  reception  of  evidence  of  what  a  de- 
ceased witness  swore  on  a  former  trial  between  the  same  parties,  it 
is  necessary  to  prove,  not  only  the  death  of  that  witness,  but  also 
that  the  testimony  was  given  in  a  cause  legally  depending  between 
the  same  parties.^  After  such  evidence  has  been  given,  parol  evi- 
dence of  what  the  deceased  witness  swore  upon  the  former  trial  is 
admissible.^ 

"  Berkeley  Peerage  case,  4  Camp.  401 ;  Slaney  V.  Wade,  1  Myl.  k  Cr.  338 ; 
Freeman  v.  Phillips,  4  M.  &.  S.  486  j  Richards  v.  Bassett,  10  B.  &  C.  (21  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  657.  Bat  although  this  be  generally  true  as  to  mere  traditionary  decla- 
rations, the  rule  is  not,  and  indeed  cannot  be  applicable  to  verdicts  and  judg- 
ments which  fall  within  the  general  description  of  evidence  by  reputation :  see 
Reed  y.  Jackson^  1  East  356.  Cases  of  this  description  stand,  in  fact,  upon  a 
foundation  somewhat  different  from  ordinary  declarations  or  entries  by  private 
persons.    On  this  subject  some  observations  will  afterwards  be  made. 

*  Berkeley  Peerage  case^  4  Camp.  418  ;  Monkton  v.  Attorn^- Getieral,  2  Russ. 
k  M.  147,  i64  5  Slaney  v.  Wade,  1  M.  &  C.  338. 

*  Doe  d.  Jenkins  v.  Davies,  10  Q.  B.  (59  E.  C.  L.  R.)  314. 
'  Monkton  v.  Attorney- Generalt  2  Russ.  &  M.  159. 

<  Supra,  part  i.  cap.  3.  But  evidence  cannot  be  given  of  declarations  by  a 
deceased  person,  that  a  document  purporting  to  be  attested  by  him  was  actually 
forged  by  him  :  Stobart  v.  Dryden,  1  M.  &  W.  615. 

**  Lord  Palmerston" s  case,  cited  4  T.  R.  290 ;  Mayor  of  Doncaster  v.  Day,  3 
Taunt.  262. 

*  See  below,  tit.  Judicial  Proceedings — Deposition. 

^  Where  a  witness  on  a  former  trial  of  an  issue  out  of  Chancery  died,  and  a 
new  trial  was  granted,  parol  evidence  of  what  such  witness  had  sworn  was  held 
to  be  admissible,  notwithstanding  an  order  for  reading  the  depositions  of  such 
witnesses  had  died  since  the  first  trial :  Tod  v.  Winchelsea,  Earl  of,  Z  C.  &  P. 
(14E.  C.  L.  R.)387. 
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Previous  also  to  the  admission  of  evidence  of  traditionary  declara- 
tions, which  the  witness  has  heard  made  by  others,  it  is  necessary 
to  prove  the  death  of  the  parties  who  made  them.  And  where  the 
declarations  of  deceased  persons  are  admissible  on  special  grounds, 
the  circumstances  which  warrant  the  reception  of  the  evidence  require 
collateral  proof.* 

It  has  already  been  seen  that  the  law,  upon  grounds  of 
*policy,™  in  some  instances,  precludes  a  witness  from  reveal-  r*-iQo-| 
ing  matters  of  political  or  professional  confidence.  And, 
therefore,  upon  a  trial  for  high  treason,  it  was  held  that  although  a 
witness  who  had  made  communications  in  order  to  their  transmission 
to  the  Government,  might  be  properly  asked  whether  he  had  made 
such  communication  to  any  magistrate,  and  that  he  could  be  further 
asked  to  whom  he  made  such  communication  ;''  yet  a  majority  of  the 
judges**  ^ere  of  opinion  that  on  the  witness  having  admitted  that  he 
had  communicated  what  he  knew  to  a  friend,  which  friend  had  ad- 
vised him  to  make  the  same  communication  to  another ;  and  having 
stated  that  such  friend  was  not  a  magistrate,  he  could  not  be  asked 
who  that  friend  was,  on  the  ground  that  the  person  by  whose  advice 
the  information  was  given  to  a  person  standing  in  the  situation  of  a 
magistrate,  was  in  effect  the  informer.  So  a  witness  who  has  been 
employed  by  an  officer  to  collect  evidence  as  to  the  proceedings  of 
suspected  persons,   is  not  allowed  to  disclose  the  name  of  his  em- 

'  For  instancee  where  such  evidence  is  admissible,  and  the  nature  of  the  proof 
previously  requisite  to  warrant  its  admission,  see  below,  tit.  Entries  by  Third 
Persons. 

^  Where  a  commander  in-chief  directed  the  defendant  (a  major-general)  with 
six  other  officers,  to  inquire  into  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiff,  and  to  report  the 
opinion  of  those  officers,  which  was  done  accordingly,  and  the  plaintiff  brought 
an  action  for  an  alleged  libel  contained  in  that  report,  and  the  secretary  of  the 
commander-in-chief  attended  with  the  minates  of  the  report,  the  Court  refused 
to  allow  it  to  be  read :  HofM  v.  Bentinck,  2  B.  &  B.  (6  £.  C.  L.  R.)  130.  So 
official  communications  between  the  governor  and  law  officer  of  a  colony  as  to 
the  state  of  the  colony:  Wyattv,  Gore,  Holt's  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  299;  or  between 
a  governor  and  a  military  officer  under  him :  Cooke  v.  Maxwell,  2  Stark.  C.  (3 
E.  0.  L.  R.)  183 ',  or  between  an  agent  of  government  and  a  secretary  of  state: 
Anderson  v.  /Str  W,  Hamiltcm,  2  B.  &  B.  (6  £.  C.  L.  R.)  156,  are  privileged ;  or 
the  East  India  Company  and  the  Board  of  Control :  Smith  v.  The  East  India 
Company,  1  Phil.  50 ;  or  an  officer  of  customs  and  the  commissioners. 

■  Hardy's  case,  24  IIow.  St.  Tr.  808 ;  R,  v.  Watson,  32  How.  St.  Tr.  100. 

*  The  Lord  Chief  Baron  Macdonald  and  BuUer.  J.,  were  of  opinion  that  the 
question  was  proper ;  Lord  C.  J.  Eyre,  Mr.  Baron  Hotham,  and  Mr.  J.  Grose, 
were  of  a  different  opinion. 
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ployer,  or  the  nature  of  the  connection  that  subsisted  *be- 
L  J  tween  them."^  The  rule  of  public  policy  which  protects  a 
witness  from  being  asked  such  questions  as  would  disclose  the  in- 
former, if  he  were  a  third  person,  equally  applies  to  questions  which 
would  disclose  whether  the  witness  himself  gave  the  information ; 
therefore,  on  an  information  by  the  Attorney-General  for  a  breach  of 
the  revenue  laws,  a  witness  for  the  Crown  cannot  be  asked,  in  cross- 
examination,  ^^Did  you  give  the  information  t*'"!  But  there  is  no 
such  privilege  in  cases  where  the  c6mmunication  was  not  made  in  the 
discharge  of  o£Scial  duty,  or  where  its  disclosure  does  not  violate 
official  confidence/  ^ 

In  some  other  instances  also,  witnesses  on  grounds  of  general 
policy  are  not  allowed  to  be  examined.  Thus  a  member  of  Parlia- 
ment cannot  be  cross-examined  as  to  what  has  passed  in  Parlia- 
ment.' And  upon  the  same  principle  it  would,  no  doubt,  be  held 
that  a  privy  councillor  could  not  be  examined  as  to  disclosures  made 
before  the  queen  in  council.^  Lord  Eenyon  is  in  one  instance  re- 
ported to  have  held  that  it  was  competent  to  the  plaintiflTs  counsel, 
in  an  action  for  a  malicious  prosecution,  to  inquire  of  a  grand  juror 
whether  the  defendant  was  prosecutor  of  an  indict m en t,''  being  of 
r*1Q4.1  ^P'"^^^  ^^^^  ^^  answer  to  such  *an  inquiry  would  not  in- 
fringe upon  the  witness's  official  oath.*  But  Lord  Ellen- 
borough,  C.  J.,  has  since  said  that  he  had  doubts  upon  the  point, 
and  many  eminent  men  had  entertained  doubts  upon  it  J  And  grand 
jurors  have  not  been  allowed  to  disclose  who,  or  how  many  were  pre- 

p  B.  v.  Hardy,  24  How.  St.  Tr.  753. 

«  Att- General  v.  BHani,  15  M.  &  W.  169. 

'  Blake  v.  fHT/brd,  1  M.  &  Rob.  198. 

■  Plunkett  V.  Cobhett,  29  How.  St.  Tr.  71.  The  action  was  for  a  libel ;  and 
on  the  defendant's  inquiring  on  cross-examination  as  to  expressions  used  by 
the  plaintiff  iii  parliament,  Lord  Ellenborough  observed  that  it  would  be  a 
breach  of  duty  in  the  witness,  as  a  member  of  the  (Irish)  parliament,  and  a 
breach  of  his  oath,  to  reveal  the  councils  of  the  nation. 

'  Evidence  was  permitted  to  be  given  by  a  privy  councillor  against  Lord 
Strafford,  of  confidential  advice  given  by  the  latter  to  the  King  at  the  council- 
table  :  4  Inst.  54 ;  a  proceeding  justly  reprobated  by  Lord  Clarendon. 

■  Sykes  v.  Dunbar,  2  Sel.  N.  P.  1075,  11th  ed. ;  Freeman  v.  Arkell^  1  C.  &  P. 
(12  £.  C.  L.  R.)  137.  See  Lee  v.  Birrdl,  3  Camp.  337,  where  it  was  held  that  a 
clerk  to  Commissioners  of  Taxes  was  bound  to  produce  his  books  and  answer 
all  questions  relevant  to  the  matter,  notwithstanding  his  oath  of  office. 

'  ^'  The  King's  counsel,  your  own,  and  your  fellows'  you  shall  keep  secret" 
y  Watson' 9  case,  32  How.  St.  Tr.  107. 

^  As  to  privileges  of  officers  of  justice :  U,  S.  v.  Moses,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  726. 
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sent  when  a  case  was  brought  before  them,  or  who  agreed,  or  refused 
to  find  the  bill  of  indictment :'  neither  can  thcj  be  called  to  detail 
the  evidence  on  which  the  bill  was  found,*  or  to  show  that  a  witness 
gave  before  them  evidence  different  from  that  he  has  given  on  the 
trial,^  or  to  explain  their  finding.^  And  the  clerk  attending  the 
grand  jury  is  included  in  the  same  rule.^ 

So  it  has  been  seen  that  the  law,  on  grounds  of  extrinsic  policy, 
prohibits  the  disclosure  of  confidential  communications  between  a 
counsel,  or  an  attorney  and  his  client;*  and  also  usually  prohibits  a 
husband  or  wife  from  giving  testimony  against  the  other.' 

When  the  witness  has  been  examined  in  chief,  the  adverse  party  is 
at  liberty  to  cross-examine  him.*  The  *power  and  opportu-  r*iQc-| 
Dity  to  cross-examine,  it  will  be  recollected,  is  one  of  the 
principal  tests  which  the  law  has  devised  for  the  ascertainment  of 
truth,  and  this  is  certainly  a  most  e£Scacious  test.  By  this  means 
the  situation  of  the  witness  with  respect  to  the  parties  and  the  sub- 

■  R,  V.  Marsh,  6  Ad.  &  E.  (33  E.  C.  L.  R.)  236. 

•  B.  V.  Wataon,  32  How.  St.  Tr.  107. 
«►  12  Vin.  Abr.  Evid.  H. 

•  B,  V.  Cookcj  8  C.  &  P.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  584. 

*  12  Vin.  Abr.  Evid.  B.  a.  5. 

*  Supra,  and  see  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Confidential  Communications.  In  the  case  of 
Curry  v.  Walter,  1  Esp.  C.  456  ;  Eyre,  C.  J.,  held  that  it  is  at  the  option  of  a  bar- 
rister, whether  he  will  give  evidenoe  of  what  he  stated  to  the  Court  upon  mak- 
ing a  motion.     Qu, 

'  Supra,  and  see  Vol.  II. ^  tit.  Husband  and  Wife. 

'  In  criminal  cases  the  right  to  cross-examine  is  not  strictly  confined  to  wit 
nesses  who  have  been  examined  in  chief.  For,  although  the  prosecutor  is  not 
bound  to  call  all  the  witnesses  whose  names  are  on  the  back  of  the  bill  of  in* 
dictment,  the  judge  may  do  so,  and  in  that  case  the  prisoner's  counsel  may  cross- 
examine  them :  B.  v.  Simmonds,  1  C.  &  P.  (12  E.  C.  L.  R.)  84 ;  B»  v.  Beezley,  4 
C.  &  P.  (19  JB.  C.  L.  R.)  220;  B.  v.  Bull,  9  C.  &  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  22;  B,  v. 
Vincent,  9  C.  &  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  9.  The  judge  may  call  such  a  witness  for  the 
purpose  of  suffering  him  to  be  cross* examined,  although  he  has  not  been  ex~ 
amined  before  the  grand  jury :  B.  v.  BolU,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  18  » ;  and 
even  although  the  witnesses  name  be  not  on  the  back  of  the  indictment :  B.  v. 
Holden,  8  C.  A  P.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  609  ;  B.  v.  Chapman,  ib.  558 ;  B.  v.  Orchard, 
t6.,  559;  B.  v.  Stroner,  1  C.  &  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  650.  But  the  prisoners 
ecmnsel  having  cross-examined  him,  cannot  call  witnesses  simply  to  contradict 
him :  12.  v.  BodU,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  186. 

'  As  to  cross-examination  generally,  see  People  v.  Miller,  33  Cal.  99 ;  Harper 
T.  Lamping,  Ibid.  641 ;  Thornton  v.  Hook,  36  Ibid.  223 ;  Detroit  B.  B.  Co.  v. 
Van  Sieinbury,  17  Mich.  99 ;  Toole  v.  Nichol,  43  Ala.  406  ;  Hay  v.  Douglas,  8 
Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  217 ;  Kelsey  v.  Universal  Ins.  Co.,  35  Conn.  225 ;  Watts  v.  Water- 
bury,  42  Vi.  201. 
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ject  of  litigation,  his  interest,  his  motives,  his  inclination  and  preju- 
dices, his  means  of  obtaining  a  correct  and  certain  knowledge  of  the 
facts  to  which  he  bears  testimony,  the  manner  in  which  he  has  used 
those  means,  his  powers  of  discerning  facts  in  the  first  instance,  and 
his  capacity  for  retaining  and  describing  them,  are  fully  investi- 
gated, and  ascertained,  and  submitted  to  the  consideration  of  the  jury, 
who  have  an  opportunity  of  observing  the  manner  and  demeanor  of 
the  witness ;  circumstances  which  are  often  of  as  high  importance  as 
the  answers  themselves,^  It  is  not  easy  for  a  witness  who  is  subjected 
to  this  test,  to  impose  upon  the  court ;  for  however  artful  the  fabri- 
cation of  the  falsehood  may  be,  it  cannot  embrace  all  the  circum- 
stances to  which  the  cross-examination  may  be  extended ;  the  fraud 
is  therefore  open  to  detection  for  want  of  consistency  between  that 
which  has  been  invented,  and  that  which  the  witness  must  either 
represent  according  to  the  truth,  for  want  of  previous  preparation, 
or  misrepresent  according  to  his  own  immediate  invention.  In  the 
latter  case,  the  imposition  must  obviously  be  very  liable  to  detection ; 
so  difficult  is  it  to  invent  extemporaneously,  and  with  a  rapidity  equal 
to  that  with  which  a  series  of  questions  is  proposed,  in  the  face  of  a 
court  of  justice,  and  in  the  hearing  of  a  listening  and  attentive  mul- 
titude, a  fiction  consistent  with  itself  and  the  other  evidence  in  the 
cause.* 

r*1961  *^  witness  when  once  called,  sworn  and  examined,  al- 
though merely  as  to  the  formal  proof  of  a  document,  may  be 
cross-examined,  although  he  be  the  substantial  party  in  the  cause.*' 
And  it  has  been  held,  that  if  a  witness  has  been  once  called  into  the 
box  and  sworn,  he  may  be  cross-examined  by  the  opposite  side,  al- 
though he  has  not  been  examined  in  chief.^     But  it  has  since  been 

^  Bac.  Abr.  Ev.  E. ;  Hob.  325  ;  Vau^h.  Rep.  143. 

*  Morgan  v.  Brydges,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  G.  L.  R.)  314.  So  in  a  criminal  case » 
R,  V.  Brooke,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  472. 

»  Phillips  V.  Earner,  1  Esp.  C.  357 ;  B,  v.  Brooke,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
472. 

'  Evidence  obtained  in  a  direct  examination  is  not  admissible  when  the  witness 
dies  before  there  is  an  opportunity  for  a  cross-examination  :  Kissam  v.  Forrest, 
25  Wend.  651. 

'  Where  a  witness  has  been  sworn  in  chief,  the  opposite  party  may  not  only 
cross-examine  him  in  relation  to  the  point  which  he  was  called  to  prove,  but  he 
may  examine  him  as  to  any  matter  embraced  in  the  issue ;  and  the  party  who 
originally  called  such  witness  and  availed  himself  of  his  testimony,  cannot  subse- 
quently object  to  him  on  the  ground  of  interest  any  more  than  he  can  impeach 
his  general  character:  Fulton  Bank  v.  Stafford,  2  Wend.  483 ;  Varrick  v.  Jack- 
son, 2  Wend.  166,  and  7  Cow.  238. 
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ruled,  that  where  a  witness  is  merely  called  to  produce  a  writing  in 
his  possession,  and  no  question  is  asked,  he  need  not  be  sworn,  and 
the  adverse  party  is  not  entitled  to  cross-examine.^  And  even  when 
a  witness  is  sworn  by  mistake  :  and  the  mistake  is  discovered  before 
any  question  is  put,  the  same  rule  applies  ;"*  also  where  a  witness  was 
sworn,  and  having  answered  an  immaterial  question  was  stopped  by 
the  judge,  this  was  held  to  give  no  right  to  cross-examine  him."^ 
And  where,  before  the  passing  of  Lord  Denman's  Act,  in  an  action 
by  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  the  petitioning  creditor  was  called 
for  the  purpose  of  producing  the  bill  of  exchange  on  which  the  debt 
was  founded,  the  court  would  not  permit  him  to  be  cross-examined 
by  the  defendant,  since  he  could  not  have  been  examined  by  the 
plaintiffs.*  But,  in  general,  if  the  witness  be  sworn,  and  would  be  a 
competent  witness  for  *the  party  calling  him,  the  adversary  r^-ioy-i 
will  be  entitled  to  cross-examine  him,  although  he  has  not 
been  examined  in  chief,^  unless  he  was  sworn  by  mistake.*^ 

The  courts  do  not  usually  exclude  a  party  on  the  cross-examina- 
tion of  a  witness  from  putting  leading  questions,  although  the  witness 
betrayed  an  anxiety  to  serve  that  party ;  it  is  however  obvious  that 
evidence  so  obtained  is  very  unsatisfactory,  and  is  open  to  much 
observation.'    Although  upon  cross-examination  a  counsel  may  put 

'  Simpson  v.  Smithy  cor.  Holrojd,  J.,  Nottingham  Summer  Ass.  1822,  2  Phil, 
on  £y.  397,  9th  ed. ;  and  per  Bay  ley  J.,  Lancaster  Spring  Assizes,  1824.  In  an 
action  for  a  malicious  prosecution,  the  magistrate  who  committed  the  plaintiff 
was  called  to  produce  the  information,  but  was  asked  no  question,  and  the 
learned  judge  held  that  the  defendant's  counsel  "were  not  entitled  to  cross- 
examine  him :  DavU  v.  Dale,  Mood.  &  M.  (22  £.  0.  L.  R.)  514  ;  4  G.  &  P.  (19 
£.  0.  L.  R.)  335 ;  see  also  Summers  y.  MoseUy,  2  Gr.  &  M.  477  ;  Rush  v.  Smith, 
1  Cr.,  M.  &  R.  94;  Perry  v.  Gibson,  1  Ad.  &  E.  (28  E.  G.  L.  R.)  48.  So  in 
criminal  cases:  R.  v.  Murlis,  Moo.  &  M.  (22  £.  G.  L.  R.)  515. 

-  Wood  T.  Mackinson,  2  M.  &  Rob.  273 ;  Clifford  v.  Hunter,  3  C.  &  P.  (14  E. 
C.  L.  R.)  16. 

■  Creevy  v.  Carr,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  £.  C.  L.  R.)  65. 

•  Reed  t.  James,  1  Starkie's  G.  (2  E.  G.  L.  R.}  132. 

»  PhiUips  V.  Earner,  1  Esp.  G.  357 ;  R,  v.  Brooke,  2  Stark.  G.  (3  E.  G.  L.  R.) 
473. 

«  Clifford  V.  Hunter,  3  G.  &  P.  (14  E.  G.  L.  R.)  60 ;  Rush  v.  Smith,  1  Gr.,  M. 
A  R.  94. 

'  I  have  heard  Lord  Tenterden,  G.  J.,  express  himself  to  that  effect  more  than 
once.  In  Hardifs  case,  24  How.  St.  Tr.  755,  upon  a  trial  for  high  treason,  a 
witness  having  been  called  for  the  prosecution  who  was  favorable  to  the 
prisoner,  and  who  had  been  a  member  of  the  corresponding  Society,  was  asked 
whether  particular  expressions,  which  were  suggested  to  him,  had  not  been 
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leading  questions,  thoSe  questions  must  not  assume  facts  to  have 
been  proved  which  have  not  been  proved,  or  that  particular  answers 
have  been  given  contrary  to  the  facts/  The  witness  cannot  be  cross- 
examined  as  to  the  contents  of  a  written  document  which  is  not  pro- 

r*1Q81  ^^^^^  '^  ^^^  ^^  ^^  *^^^  contents  of  a  written  document  which 
is  in  the  hands  of  the  adversary,  and  which  he  has  had  notice 
to  produce ;  for  this  is  part  of  the  case  of  the  party  who  cross- 
examines,  which  cannot  be  gone  into  until  that  of  his  adversary  has 
been  concluded. 

It  has  been  said  that  where  a  witness  has  been  examined  by  one 
party,  he  may  afterwards  be  cross- examined  by  the  same  party  as 
an  adverse  witness,  when  he  is  called  by  the  adversary  as  one  of  his 
own  witnesses.  If  a  party  omit,  from  prudential  motives,  to  examine 
his  adversary's  witness  as  to  any  branch  of  his  own  case,  there  seems 
to  be  no  reason  why,  when  he  afterwards  adopts  him  as  his  own  wit- 
ness, he  should  not  be  so  considered  to  all  purposes,  and  why  the 
adversary  should  not  then  be  entitled  to  cross-examine  him.  The 
same  witness  may  know  distinct  parts  of  the  transaction,  one  branch 
of  which  makes  for  the  plaintiiT,  and  the  other  for  the  defendant ; 
and  if  each  party  call  him  as  his  own  witness,  there  seems  to  be  no 
reason  why  each  should  not  be  in  turn  bound  by  the  same  principle ; 
wby  each,  in  examining  into  his  own  case,  should  not  be  precluded 
from  putting  leading  questions,  and  be  entitled  to  croSB-examine  as 
to  his  adversary's  case.^  And  when  a  witness  on  the  bill  was  ten- 
used  by  the  members  of  that  society,  and  Lord  Chief  Justice  £yre  informed 
the  counsel  that  he  could  not  put  words  into  the  mouth  of  the  witness,  and 
that  this  was  contrary  to  the  practice  of  the  court,  and  to  his  opinion.  And 
Buller,  J.,  upon  the  same  trial,  said,  '*  You  may  lead  a  witness,  upon  cross- 
examination,  to  bring  him  directly  to  the  point  as  to  the  answer ;  but  not  go 
the  length,  as  was  attempted  yesterday,  of  putting  into  the  witness's  mouth 
the  very  words  which  he  is  to  echo  back  again/'  In  the  late  case  of  Ptirkin  y. 
MooTiy  7  G.  &  P.  (32  £.  C.  L.  R.)  408,  Alderson,  B.,  said:  "I  apprehend  you 
may  put  a  leading  question  to  an  unwilling  witness  on  the  examination  in  chief, 
but  you  may  always  put  a  leading  question  in  cross-examination,  whether  a 
witness  be  willing  or  not." 

*  Hill  T.  Coombe,  cor,  Abbott,  J.,  Exeter  Spring  Assizes,  1818  -,  Handley  v. 
Wardy  cor.  Abbott^  L.  G.  J.,  Lancaster  Spring  Assizes,  1818. 

*  Sainthill  v.  Boundy  4  Esp.  G.  74.  fiut  the  right  of  cross-examination  is  not 
limited  to  the  matter  as  to  which  the  witness  has  been  examined  in  chief,  even 
in  equity :  The  Mayor^  ifcc,  of  Berwick-upon-Tweed  v.  Murray^  19  L.  J.,  Chan. 
281. 

^  A  party  cannot  introduce  his  case  to  the  jury  by  cross-examining  the  wit- 
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dered,  but  not  examined  by  tbe  prosecutor,  sxti  was  examined  for  the 
prisoner,  it  was  held  he  might  be  cross-examined  by  the  prosecutor.^ 

The  mode  of  examination  is*,  in  truth,  regulated  by  the  discretion 
of  the  court,  according  to  the  disposition  and  temper  of  the  witnesses  ; 
the  court  frequently  permitting,  as  before  stated,  an  adverse  witness 
to  be  cross-examined  by  the  party  who  calls  him. 

For  the  purpose  of  furthering  the  object  of  cross-examination,  the 
court,  will,  in  general,  at  the  instance  of  either  party,"  direct  that 
the  witnesses  shall  be  examined  each  *separately  apart  from 
the  hearing  of  the  rest  ;*  a  strong  test  to  try  the  consistency    *-         -* 
of  their  account;^    and  the  same  fndulgence  may  be  granted  to  a 

y  R.  V.  HarrU,  7  C.  ife  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  581. 

'  Tbe  court  will  order  the  witness  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  out  of  court 
even  after  the  plaintiflPs  case  is  closed :  Taylor  v.  Lawson,  3  C.  &  P.  (14  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  543;  Williams  v.  Hulie,  1  Sid.  131.  So  either  party  at  any  period  of  the 
trial  may  require  witnesses  to  be  ordered  out  of  court :  Southey  v.  Nashy  7  C.  & 
P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  632. 

•  Attorney' General  v.  Bulpit^  9  Price  4 ;  Tayhr  v.  Lawson,  3  C.  &  P.  (14  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  543.  In  the  House  of  Lords,  no  witness  but  the  person  under  examina- 
tion is  allowed  to  be  present :  Ibid.  It  is  almost  a  matter  of  right  to  have  the 
witness  ordered  out  of  court  when  \n  argument  is  going  on'respecting  his  evi- 
dence: R,  V.  Murphy,  8  G.  &  P.  (34  £.  0.  L.  R.)  307. 

^  No  falsehoods  are  so  difficult  to  be  detected  as  those  which  are  mixed  up 
with  a  great  portion  of  truth ;  the  greater  the  proportion  which  the  true  facts 
bear  to  the  false  ones,  the  less  opportunity  will  there  be  to  detect  the  false  by 
comparison  with  facts  ascertained  to  be  true.  An  ingenious  mode  of  proving 
an  alibi  with  consistency  has  long  been  known  and  practiced  by  roguish  adepts. 
The  intended  witnesses  meet  and  pass  the  afternoon  or  evening  together  in  con- 
vivial entertainment:  when  they  are  afterwards  examined,  they  are  all  consistent 

nesses  of  the  adverse  party  :  Ellmaker  v.  Buckley,  16  S.  &  R.  72 ;  McKinUy  v. 
McGregor,  3  Whart.  369 ;  Hartness  v.  Boyd,  5  Wend.  563.  G. 

If  a  party  wishes  to  examine  a  witness  of  the  opposite  side  with  regard  to 
new  matter  not  introduced  by  the  opposite  party,  he  must  make  the  witness  his 
own  by'  introducing  him  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  cause :  Philadelphia  and 
Trenton  Railroad  Co»  v.  SHmpson,  14  Pet.  448  ]  Hartness  v.  Boyd,  5  Wend.  563 ; 
Floyd  V.  Bovard,  6  W.  &  S.  75 ;  Castor  v.  Bavington,  2  Ibid.  505  j  Rucker  v. 
Eddings,  l.Mo.  115  j  Beat  v.'  Nichols,  2  Gray  262:  Broton  v.  State,  28  Ga.  199  ; 
Patton  V.  Hamilton,  12  Ind.  256 ;  Dearmond  v.  Dearmond,  Ibid.  455.  Gross- 
examination  must  be  confined  to  matters  testified  in  chief:  Helser  v.  McGrath, 
2  P.  F.  Smith  531 ;  BeU  v.  Chambers,  38  Ala.  660 ;  Chicago  R.  R,  Co,  v.  Northern 
Illinois  Co.,  36  111.  60.  When  a  witness  has  been  examined  in  chief  by  the 
plaintiff,  he  cannot,  after  the  defendant  has  offered  evidence  to  contradict  what 
the  witness  has  said,  recall  him  simply  to  repeat  what  he  said  in  the  first 
examinaUon :  Hudspeth  v.  Allen,  26  111.  60.  As  to  new  matter  on  cross- 
examination,  see  Ferguson  v.  Rutherford,  7  Nev.  385 ;  Sanford  v.  Sanford,  5 
Laos.  486 ;  61  Barb.  293. 
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prisoner,  but  not  as  a  matter  of  right."  An  -  order  of  exclasion 
does  not  extend  to  an  attorney  in  the  cause,  if  his  presence  in  court 
be  necessary.*  Where  a  witness  remains  in  court  after  an  order  for 
the  exclusion  of  witnesses,  the  rejection  or  admission  of  his  testimony 
is  a  question  for  the  discretion  of  the  judge  under  all  the  circum- 
stances  of  the  case  ;•  *thus,  where  the  witness  remained  from 
*-  '^  -i  mistake,  and  from  no  undue  motive,  his  testimony  was  re- 
ceived.' But  where,  after  witnesses  had  been  ordered  out  of  court, 
one  had  returned,  and  heard  another  give  his  evidence,  the  judge 
allowed  him  to  be  examined  as  to  facts  not  sworn  to  by  any  previous 
witness,  but  with  liberty  to  move- to  enter  a  nonsuit.^  In  the  Court 
of  Exchequer,  however,  the  rule  for  the  rejection  of  such  a  witness, 
whether  for  the  Crown  or  the  defendant,  in  revenue  cases,  is  known, 
and  inflexible.**  * 

It  is  here  to  be  observed,  that  a  witness  is  not  to  be  cross- 
examined  as  to  any  distinct  collateral  fact  for  the  purpose  of 
afterwards  impeaching  his  testimony  by  contradicting  him;  for 
this  would  render  an  inquiry,  which  ought  to  be  simple,  and  con- 
fined to  the  matter  in  issue,  intolerably  complicated  and  prolix, 
by  causing  it  to  branch  out  into  an  indefinite  number  of  collateral 
issues.'    In  the  case  of  Spencely  v.  Willottj^  which  was  a  penal  action 

as  to  the  circumstances  which  attended  their  meeting,  for  so  far  they  relate 
nothing  more  than  the  truth ;  they  misrepresent  nothing  but  the  time  when  the 
transaction  took  place,  which,  for  the  purpose  of  the  alibi^  is  of  course  repre- 
sented to  be  that  of  the  robbery. 

*  R.  V.  Cook,  13  How.  St.  Tr.  348;  R.  v.  Goodmy  17  How.  St.  Tr.  1015. 

*  Pomeroy  v.  BaMdey^  Ry.  A  M.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  430 ;  Everett  v.  Lovsdham^ 
5  C.  &  P.  (24  E.  G.  L.  R.)  91 ;  R.  y.  Webb,  Sarum  Summer  Ass.  1819,  cor.  Best, 
J.,  contra, 

*  A  new  trial  in  one  case  was  granted  because  a  witnesses  testimony  had  been 
rejected  on  that  ground :  per  Alderson,  B.,  in  Cooke  v.  NethercotCj  6  0.  &  P.  (25 
E.  G.  L.  R.)  741 ;  and  the  case  reported  in  the  note ;  see  also  Beamon  v.  EUiee, 
4  C.  &  P.  (19  E.  C.  L.  R.)  585 ;  R,  v.  Wj/lde,  6  G.  &  P.  (25  E.  G.  L.  R.)  380; 
Thomas  v.  David,  7  G.  &  P.  (32  E.  G.  L.  R.)  350 ;  R.  v.  CoUq/,  Mood.  &  M.  (22 
£.  G.  L.  R.)  329.  The  witness  is  liable  to  attachment  for  contempt:  Chandler 
y.  Homcj  2  M.  &  Rob.  423. 

'  R.  V.  Colley,  Moo.  &  M.  (22  E.  G.  L.  R.)  329. 
«  Beamon  v.  Ellice,  4  G.  &  P.  (19  E.  G.  L.  R.)  585. 

'  Attorney- General  v.  Bulpit,  9  Price  4 ;  Parker  v.  McWiUiam,  6  Bing.  (19  B. 
G.  L.  R.)  683 ;  Thomas  v.  David,  7  G.  &  P.  (32  E.  G.  L.  R.)  351. 
'  7  East  108.    See  Mr.  J.  Holroyd'^  observation  on  the  case,  2  Stark.  G.  (3  £. 

^  As  to  the  separate  examination  of  witnesses,  see  Anon,,  1  Hill  (S.  G.)  251 ; 
State  T.  Sellers,  2  Halst.  220 ;  State  t.  Sparrow,  3  Murph.  487 ;  State  v.  Brook- 
shire,  2  Ala.  303 ;  KHth  v.  WiUon,  6  Mo.  435 ;  Nelson  y.  State,  2  Swan.  237. 

'  A  witness  cannot  be  asked  a  collateral  question,  irreleyant  to  the  matter  in 
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for  usury,  the  defendant's  *coun8el  were  not  permitted  to  r-j^oAn 
cross-examine  as  to  other  contracts  made  on  the  same  days  ■-  -* 
with  other  persons,  in  order  to  show  that  the  contracts  in  question 
were  of  the  same  nature,  and  not  usurious,  if  the  witness  answered 
one  way,  or  to  contradict  him  if  he  answered  the  other  way.  And 
should  such  questions  be  answered,  evidence  cannot  afterwards  be 
adduced  for  the  purpose  of  contradiction.^  The  same  rule  obtains, 
if  a  question  as  to  a  collateral  fact  be  put  to  a  witness  for  the  pur- 
pose of  discrediting  his  testimony;  his  answer  must  be  taken  as 
conclusive,  and  no  evidence  can  be  afterwards  admitted  to  contra- 

C.  L.  R.)  156 ;  Harris  y.  THppettf  2  Camp.  638.  It  is  an  acknowledged  law  of 
evidence,  said  Lord  Cottenham,  C,  in  giving  judgment  in  the  House  of  Lords  in 
Tennant  v.  Hamilton,  7  CI.  &>  Fin.  122,  that  jou  cannot  go  into  an  irrelevant  in- 
quiry for  the  purpose  of  causing  a  collateral  issue  to  discredit  a  witness  produced 
on  the  other  side.  The  object  of  the  action  (a  Scotch  one)  was  to  try  a  question 
of  nuisance  to  a  garden  said  to  be  injured  by  vapor  emitted  from  a  neighboring 
manufactory.  A  witness  called  for  the  defendants  had  been  examined  as  to 
other  gardens  and  premises  in  the  neighborhood,  and  had  said  that  he  knew 
Olascow  Field,  but  never  know  of  any  damage  done  there.  The  pursuer  then 
proposed  to  ask  him  whether  he  had  ever  known  of  any  sum  having  been  paid 
by  the  defendants  to  the  proprietors  of  Glascow  Field  for  alleged  damage 
there  occasioned  by  the  works.  The  House  of  Lords,  for  the  reason  above 
assigned,  held  that  the  question  could  not  be  put.  But  although  the  question 
appear  to  be  irrelevant  to  the  issue,  it  is  to  be  allowed,  if  counsel  undertake  to 
show  by  other  evidence  that  it  is  relevant :  Haigh  v.  Bdeher,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  E. 
C.  L.  R.)  3S9. 

*  Harris  v.  Tippeit,  2  Camp.  638,  639 ;  B,  v.  Wdison,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  149;  Hughes  v.  Bogers,  8  M.  &  W.  123 ;  Lee's  case,  2  Lew.  C.  C.  154 ;  Har- 
rison V.  Gorton,  Ibid.  156. 

issue,  merely  to  test  his  credibility :  Odiorne  v.  Wtnkeley,  2  Gall.  31 ;  Lawrence 
V.  Barker,  5  Wend.  301 ;  Bedford  v.  Bice,  2  Dev.  &  Bat.  39 ;  Jones  v.  McNeil, 
2  Bailey  466 ;  Attoood  v.  Welton,  7  Conn.  66 ;  U,  S.  v.  Dickenson,  2  McLean 
325  5  Dozier  v.  Joyce,  8  Port.  303 :  Oriez  v.  Jewett,  23  Ala.  662 ;  Seavy  v.  Dear- 
born, lO-N.  H.  351 ;  Cornelius  v.  Commonwealth,  15  B.  Monr.  539.  It  is  in  the 
discretion  of  the  court  trying  a  case  to  say  how  far  irrelevant  questions  may  be 
asked  of  a  witness  on  a  cross-examination :  Clark  v.  Trinity  Church,  5  W.  &  S. 
266 ;  Gloucester  v.  Bridgham,  28  Me.  60 ;  Powers  v.  Leach,  26  V t.  270.  It  is 
competent  within  the  discretion  of  the  Court  on  cross-examination  to  ask  a  wit- 
ness whether  he  has  ever  been  confined  in  the  State  prison,  and  to  sift  thoroughly 
his  character  and  antecedents :  Wilbur  v.  Flood,  16  Mich.  40.  A  witness  upon 
cross-examination  may  be  asked  whether  he  has  not  expressed  feelings  of  hos- 
tility towards  the  opposite  party :  State  v.  Dee,  14  Minn.  35.  And  see  as  to  the 
latitade  allowed  on  cross-examination  to  test  credibility :  Winston  v.  Cox,  38 
Ala.  268. 
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diet  it.*  *     Thus,  in  an  information  under  the  revenue  *laws, 
L       .  -^    a  witness  who  had  given  material  evidence  as  to  the  fact  in 

*  B.  V.  Watson,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  149 ;  B,  v.  Teale  and  others,  cor. 
Lawrence,  J.,  at  York.  It  is  said  to  have  been  held,  that  the  qaestion,  whether 
a  witness  for  one  party  had  not  attempted  to  dissuade  a  witness  for  the  adver- 
sary from  attending  to  give  evidence  at  the  trial,  was  so  immaterial,  that  if  the 
witness  answered  in  the  negative  he  could  not  be  contradicted :  Harris  v.  Tip- 
pettj  2  Camp.  637,  cor,  Lawrence,  J.  It  cannot,  however,  be  doubted  that  the 
fact,  if  proved,  would  show  a  very  strong  and  improper  bias  on  the  mind  of  the 
witness,  and  in  a  doubtful  case  afford  a  fair  ground  for  suspecting  his  sincerity. 
In  Lord  Stafford's  case,  7  HowelPs  St.  Tr.  1400,  the  prisoner  was  allowed  to 
prove  that  Dugdale,  a  witness  for  the  prosecution,  had  endeavored  to  suborn 
witnesses  to  give  false  evidence  against  the  prisoner.  The  late  case  of  Thomas 
V.  David,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  350,  tends  to  overrule  Harris  v.  Tippett, 
There,  in  an  action  on  a  promissory  note,  the  plaintiff's  servant  (an  attesting 
witness]  being  called  to  prove  the  signature,  was  asked  on  cross-examination, 
whether  she  did  not  sleep  in  the  same  bed  with  the  plaintiff.  On  its  being  ob- 
jected that  the  point  of  intended  contradiction  was  merely  collateral,  Coleridge, 
J.,  in  overruling  the  objection,  said:  **Is  it  not  material  to  the  issue  whether 
the  principal  witness  who  comes  to  support  the  plaintiff's  case  was  his  kept 
mistress  ?  If  the  question  had  been  whether  the  witness  had  walked  the  streets 
as  a  common  prostitute,  I  think  that  would  have  been^  collateral  to  the  issue, 
and  that,  if  the  witness  had  denied  such  a  charge,  she  could  not  have  been  con- 
tradicted ;  but  here  the  question  is,  whether  the  witness  had  contracted  such  a 
relation  with  the  plaintiff  as  might  induce  her  the  more  readily  to  support  a 
forgery — just  in  the  same  way  as  if  she  had  been  asked,  if  she  was  the  sister  or 
daughter  of  the  plaintiff."  And  whore  the  question  was  what  consideration 
passed  on  discounting  a  bill  of  exchange.  Lord  Tenterden  held,  that  what  a 
witness  had  said  upon  a  former  trial  between  the  parties  concerning  another 
bill  discounted  at  the  same  time  and  under  the  same  circumstances  was  not  col- 
lateral: Meogoe  v.  Simmons,  3  C.  &  P.  (14  E.  C.  L.  R.)  76.  But,  in  an  action 
on  a  policy  of  insurance,  a  witness  for  the  defendant  was  asked,  whether  he 
had  not  said  that  '*  they  had  not  a  leg  to  stand  upon."  Tindal,  C.  J.,  held,  that 
contradiction  was  inadmissible :  Elton  v.  Larkins,  5  C.  &  P.  (24  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
590.  Upon  this  principle,  on  a  question  as  to  the  genuineness  of  handwriting, 
though  the  jury  may  compare  the  document  with  the  authentic  writings  of  the 
party  to  whom  it  is  ascribed,  provided  such  writings  are  in  evidence  for  other 
purposes :  Doe  dem.  Perry  v.  Newlor,  5  Ad.  &  E.  (31  E.  C.  L.  R.)  514,  witnesses 
cannot  be  asked  whether  papers,  not  in  evidence  in  the  cause,  placed  on  the 
witness-box,  were  signed  by  the  party  with  a  view  to  test  their  knowledge  of 
the  handwriting  by  their  agreement  or  disagreement:  Grifits  v,Ivery,  11  Ad.  & 
E.  (39  E.  C.  L.  R.)  322.  So  where  a  witness,  called  to  prove  the  handwriting  of 
an  attesting  witness  to  a  bond,  swore  that  it  was  not  his  handwriting,  and 
another  paper  was  then  shown  him  which  he  also  stated  was  not  in  that  person's 
handwriting,  which  latter  paper  was  not  in  evidence  in  the  cause,  it  was  held 

^  A  defendant  having  cross-examined  a  plaintiff's  witness  on  subjects  irrele- 
vant to  the  issue,  will  not  be  permitted  to  give  evidence  that  the  witness  testified 
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issue  was  asked,  on  cross-examination ,  whether  he  had  not  said 
that  the  officer  of  the  Grown  had  offered  him  a  bribe  to  give 
that  evidence.  He  denied  having  said  so,  and  evidence  being 
then  tendered  to  prove  that  he  had  made  such  a  statement,  it  was 
rejected.™  The  rule  does  not  of  course  exclude  the  contradiction 
of  the  witness  as  to  any  facts  immediately  connected  with  the  sub- 
ject of  inquiry,  which  in  themselves  would  otherwise  be  legitimate 
evidence  in  the  cause.^  A  witness  may,  however,  be  asked  whether, 
in  consequence  of  his  ^having  been  charged  with  robbing  r^oAon 
the  prisoner,  he  has  not  said  that  he  would  be  revenged 
upon  him  :  and,  in  case  of  denial,  he  may  be  contradicted.^  In  such 
a  case  the  inquiry  is  not  collateral,  but  most  important,  in  order  to 
show  the  motives  and  temper  of  the  witness  in  the  particular  trans- 
action. But,  in  order  to  let  in  such  a  contradiction,  the  witness 
should  have  been  cross-examined  as  to  the  use  of  such  expressions  in 

that  the  plaintiff  could  not,  for  the  purpose  of  contradicting  the  witness,  prove 
that  the  latter  paper  was  written  by  the  attesting  witness :  Hughes  v.  Rogers,  8 
M.  k  W.  123.    See  Vol.  II.,  Handwriting. 

■  At tormey- General  v.  Hitchcock^  1  £xch.  91. 

■  Per  Alderson,  B.,  in  Attorney- General  v.  Hitchcock,  1  Ezch.  91. 
*  Yewins  case,  2  Camp.  638,  n.,  cor,  Lawrence,  J. 

falsely  on  the  subjects :  Griffith  v.  Eshdman,  4  Watts  51 ;  Smith  v.  Dreer,  3 
Whart.  154;  Stevens  v.  Beach,  12  Vt.  585;  People  v.  Rector,  19  Wend.  569; 
Mclntyre  v.  Young,  6  Blackf.  496 ;  Wun-kon-chaw-neek-kaw  v.  U,  S.,  1  Morris 
332 ;  Howard  v.  City  Fire  Ins,  Co.,  4  Denio  502 ;  Her  son  v.  Henderson,  3  Fos. 
498  ;  Morgan  v.  Frees,  15  Barb.  352 ;  Ortez  v.  Jeweit,  23  Ala.  662.  The  state- 
ments of  a  witness,  made  out  of  court,  contrary  to  what  he  swears  at  the  trial, 
concerning  facts  relevant  to  the  issue,  may  be  proved  to  impeach  his  credit ; 
but  not  if  they  be  of  irrelevant  facts :  Shields  v.  Cunningham,  1  Blackford  86 ; 
Rosenbaum  v.  State,  33  Ala.  354;  Blakey  v.  Blakey,  Ibid.  611  ;  Combs  v.  Win- 
chester, 39  N.  n.  13 ;  Seale  v.  Chambliss,  35  Ala.  19 ;  Tibbitts  v.  Flanders,  18 
N.  H.  284;  State  v.  Thibeau,  30  Vt.  100;  State  v.  Staley,,  14  Minn.  105;  Gan- 
dolfer  V.  Appleton,  40  N.  Y.  533 ;  Frank  v.  Manny,  2  Daly  92 ;  Prescot  v.  Ward, 
10  Allen  203  ;  La  Beau  v.  People,  34  N.  Y.  223 ;  Hildebum  v.  Curran,  15  P.  F. 
Smith  59 ;  Fogleman  v.  State,  32  Ind.  145  ;  Harper  v.  Indianapolis  R.  R,  Co,, 
47  Mo.  567  ;  Clark  v.  Clark,  65  N.  C.  655 ;  Comstock  v.  Smith,  20  Mich.  338. 
A  witness  may  be  asked  on  cross-examination  whether  he  had  not  declared  an 
enmity  to  the  defendant,  and  on  his  denial  evidence  of  his  declaration  is  admis- 
sible :  Bullard  v.  Lambert,  40  Ala.  204.  Declarations  out  of  court  of  witness 
showing  bias  or  personal  ill-will  to  the  party  are  admissible :  Day  v.  Stickney, 
14  Allen  255.  Denial  of  interest  on  cross-examination  may  be  contradicted : 
Geary  v.  People,  22  Mich.  220.  It  is  within  the  discretion  of  the  court  to  per- 
mit counsel  on  cross-examination  to  ask  a  witness,  whether  he  has  not  sworn 
&lsely  in  a  particular  suit  or  on  some  occasion  ;  but  not  whether  third  persons 
have  accused  him  of  swearing  falsely :  Hannah  v.  McKellip,  49  Barb.  342. 
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order  to  enable  him  to  explain  them ;  thus,  in  an  action  for  seduction 
of  the  plaintiiT's  daughter,  she  was  asked  whether  she  knew  A.  B.^ 
and  she  thereupon  having  denied  that  she  knew  him,  evidence  that 
she  had  told  a  witness  that  A.  B.  was  the  father  of  her  child  and  had 
seduced  her,  offered  by  way  of  contradiction,  was  rejected.  But  the 
Court  observed  that  had  she  been  cross-examined  as  to  statements 
made  by  her  relating  to  him,  such  evidence  would  have  been  admissi- 
ble.''^ Of  course  witnesses  cannot  be  called  to  contradict  a  witness  as 
to  a  fact  he  says  he  does  not  recollect,  or  to  which  he  will  not 
positively  depose.' 

It  is  now  settled  by  the  authority  of  the  legislature,  that  a  witness 
r*2041  ^^"'^^^  refuse  to  answer  questions'  because  *he  may  subject 
himself  to  a  civil  liability  or  charge ;  but  he  is  not  bound  to 
answer  any  question,  either  in  a  court  of  law  or  of  equity,  if  his 
answer  will  expose  him  to  any  criminal  punishment  or  penal  liability, 
or  even  tends  collaterally  to  convict  him,  agreeably  to  the  wise  and 
humane   principle  that   no  man  is    bound   to  criminate   himself.'^ 

P  Carpenter  v.  WaU,  11  Ad.  &  E.  (39  E.  C.  L.  R.)  303. 

«  Long  V.  Hitchcock^  9  C.  &  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  619. 

'  Before  the  passing  of  the  46  Geo.  III.  c.  38,  it  was  vexata  qucestio,  whether  a 
witness  was  bound  to  answer  when  the  answer  might  subject  him  to  civil  liabili- 
ties. On  the  question  being  proposed  by  the  House  of  Lords  to  the  Judges, 
Mansfield,  C.  J.,  of  C.  P.,  Grose  and  Rooke,  Js.,  and  Thompson,  B.,  were  of 
opinion  that  he  was  not ;  but  the  Lord  Chancellor  and  the  other  Judges  were  of 
a  contrary  opinion.  They  were  all  of  opinion  that  a  promise  to  a  witness  that 
he  should  be  excused  from  certain  debts,  provided  he  made  a  full  and  fair  di»- 
closure,  did  not  render  him  incompetent  on  the  score  of  interest :  Cobbett's  P. 
D.  vol.  6,  p.  167.  But  this  statute  declares  and  enacts,  that  a  witness  cannot  by 
law  refuse  to  answer  a  question  relevant  to  the  matter  in  issue,  the  answering  of 
which  has  no  tendency  to  expose  him  to  a  penalty  or  forfeiture  of  any  nature 
whatsoever)',  by  reason  only,  or  on  the  sole  ground  that  the  answering  of  such 
question  may  establish,  or  tend  to  establish,  that  he  owes  a  debt,  ^r  is  otherwise 
subject  to  a  civil  suit,  either  at  the  instance  of  his  Majesty  or  of  any  other  per- 
son or  persons. 

Although  this  statute  in  its  terms  applies  to  oral  evidence  only,  yet  it  has  been 
held  that  a  witness  is  not  excused  from  producing  papers  merely  because  they 
may  subject  him  to  an  action,  or  be  prejudicial  to  his  pecuniary  interest :  Doe  v. 
Date,  3  Q.  B.  (43  E.  C.  L.  R.)  609 ;  Doe  v.  Earl  of  Egremont,  2  M.  &  Rob.  386  ; 
otherwise,  of  course,  if  they  are  his  muniments  of  title :  Ibid. 

A  rated  parishioner  in  a  settlement  case  is  a  party  to  the  appeal,  and  there- 
fore does  not  come  within  the  words  or  meaning  of  the  Act:  E.  v.  Woburnf  10 
East  395  ;  see  54  Geo.  III.,  c.  170. 

■  E.  V.  Barber,  Stra.  444 ;  Cates  v.  Hardacre,  3  Taunt.  424 ;  Sir  J,  Freend's 
case,  13  How.  ISt.  Tr.  1 ;  Lord  Macclesfield' 9  case,  16  How.  St.  Tr.  767  -,  16  Yes. 

'  As  to  the  privilege  of  a  witness  to  refuse  an  answer  which  may  criminate  or 
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*  Accordingly,  a  witness  is  not  compellable  to  say  whether  r^on'^l 
he  published  a  particular  paper,  if  the  contents  be  libellous  ;^ 

jun.  242 ;  Title  v.  Ch-evetj  2  Ld.  Raym.  1008 ;  R.  v.  Oates,  10  How.  St.  Tr.  1079  ; 

2  Haw.  c.  46*;  Mitford's  Ch.  PL  157  ;  B,  v.  Lord  George  Gordon,  2  Doug.  593  ; 
Hardy's  case,  24"  How.  St.  Tr.  755 ;  R,  v.  Slaney,  5  C.  &.  P.  (24  E.  C.  L.  R.)  213 ; 
M.  Y,  Pegler,  Ibid.  521  j  Moloney  v.  Bartley,  3  Camp.  210 ;  Danhridge  v.  Cor  den 

3  C.  &  P.  (14  E,  C.  L.  R.)  11 ;  i?.  V.  Z)e  Berenger  and  others,  reported  by  Gurney, 
105;  Cates  v.  Harda^rre,  3  Taunt  424;  16  Yes.  242.  In  some  instances  it  has 
been  found  necessary  to  protect  witnesses  from  penalties  to  which  their  evidence 
has  rendered  them  liable  by  an  Act  of  Parliament ;  see  45  Geo.  III.,  c.  126;  1  & 
2  Geo.  IV.y  c.  21 ;  MacuUum  v.  Turton,  2  Y.  &,  J.  183.  In  strictness,  however, 
it  is  no  ground  of  legal  objection  by  the  parties  in  the  cause,  that  the  answer  to 
a  proposed  question  may  place  the  witness  in  jeopardy ;  it  is  peculiarly  the  ob- 
jection of  the  witness  himself,  who  is  under  the  protection  of  the  law,  and  is 
always  apprised  of  his  situation  by  the  presiding  Judge :  Parkhurst  v.  Lowten, 
2  Swanst.  216.  The  same  rule  applies  if  the  husband  or  wife  would  be  exposed 
in  like  manner :  Cartwright  v.  Green,  8  Yes.  405 ;  and  whether  the  punishment 
would  be  imposed  by  a  temporal  or  ecclesiastical  Court:  Brovmsword  y,  Ed- 
wards, 2  Yes.  245  ;  Chetwynd  v.  Lindon,  Ibid.  450 ;  Finch  v.  Finch,  Ibid.  493. 
Where  a  witness  declined  on  cross-oxamination  to  state  where  he  lived,  as  he 
believed  that  a  bailable  writ  was  out  against  him  at  the  suit  of  the  defendant, 
the  court  would  not  compel  him  to  answer:  IVatson  v.  Bevem,  1  C.  &  P.  (12  £. 
C.  L.  R.)  303. 

*  B,  V.  Barber,  Stra.  444 ;  Moloney  v.  Bartley,  3  Camp.  210,  where,  in  an  action 

disgrace  him,  see  People  v.  Herrick,  13  Johns.  82 ;  Grannie  v.  Brandon,  5  Day 
260 :  ^iate  v.  Bailey,  1  Penna.  415 ;  Vaughn  v.  Paine,  2  Ibid.  728 ;  U,  S.  v.  Craig, 

4  Wash.  C.  C.  729  ;  Sodusky  v.  McGee,  5  J.  J.  Marsh.  621  j  Southard  v.  Rexford, 
6  Cow.  254 ;  Fries  v.  Brugler,  7  Halst.  79  j  People  v.  Mather,  4  Wend.  229 ;  U.  S. 
V.  Dickenson.  2  McLean  325 ;  Poole  v.  Perritt,  1  Speers  128 ;  Chamberlin  v. 
Wilson,  12  Yt.  491 ;  People  v.  Rector,  19  Wend.  569 ;  Robinson  v.  Neal,  5  Monr. 
212  ;  Lister  v.  Boker,  6  Blackf.  439  ;  Henry  v.  Salina  Bank,  1  Comst.  83 ;  Jan- 
vrin  V.  Scammon,  9  Fost.  280.  But  when  his  objection  to  answer  is,  that  he  may 
thereby  be  subjected  to  a  penalty,  and  it  appears  to  the  court  that  the  statute 
of  limitation  has  barred  the  penal  action  or  proceeding,  he  cannot  insist  on  his 
privilege :  Close  v.  Olney,  1  Denio  319 ;  Bank  v.  Heni-y,  2  Ibid.  155 ;  s.  c,  3  Denio 
593  ;  Weldon  v.  Burch,  12  111.  374.  If  a  witness  is  called  to  support  a  criminal 
prosecution  and  objects  to  give  his  testimony,  because  it  will  criminate  himself,  but 
18,  nevertheless,  erroneously  compelled  to  testify,  and  the  defendant  is  convicted, 
it  seems  that  the  error  does  not  affect  the  rights  of  the  witness  alone,  but  that 
the  defendant  may  object  that  the  conviction  was  founded  upon  illegal  evidence : 
Comm.  V.  Kimball,  24  Pick.  366.  The  witness,  with  the  instruction  of  the  court 
when  necessary,  must  decide  whether  his  answer  will  tend  to  criminate  him  ; 
and  his  decision  is  upon  oath  at  the  peril  of  perjury ;  People  v.  Rector,  19  Wend. 
569 ;  Poole  v.  Perritt,  1  Speers  128.  Although  a  witness  is  his  own  judge  as  to 
whether  bis  answer  would  criminate  himself,  he  is  nevertheless  liable  to  an 
a4;tion  by  the  party  for  a  refusal  to  testify,  if  his  refusal  be  wilful  and  his  excuse 
false :   Warner  v.  Lucas,  10  Ohio  336.    A  witness  is  bound  to  answer,  though 
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and  upon  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  bastardy,  he  is  not  bound  to 
declare  whether  he  is  the  father  of  a  bastard  child.''  In  an  action 
against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  a  witness  is  not  bound  to 
answer  whether  the  bill  was  not  given  for  differences  on  stock-jobbing 
transactions  for  time/  The  prosecutrix  on  an  indictment  for  a  rape 
is  not  bound  to  answer  whether  she  has  had  criminal  intercourse  with 
any  other  person/  An  accomplice,  admitted  to  give  evidence  for 
the  Grown,  is  not  bound  to  disclose  his  share  in  other  offences  which 
are  not  the  subject  of  inquiry,  and  for  which  he  would  be  liable  to 
prosecution.*  A  witness  is  also  protected  from  answering  any  ques- 
r*20fil  ^^^^  which  would  subject  him  to  any  penalty,  or  to  forfeiture 
of  his  estate.*    In  *Sir  J.  Friend's  case^  it  was  ruled,  that 

for  a  libel  published  in  an  affidavit  sworn  before  a  magistrate,  it  was  held  that 
the  magistrate's  clerk  was  not  bound  to  state  whether  he  wrote  the  affidavit  and 
delivered  it  to  the  magistrate :  a  bill  of  exceptions  wab  tendered,  but  not  pro- 
ceeded in.  In  an  action  for  libel  on  the  plaintiff  as  hundred  constable,  pur- 
porting to  be  a  memorial  from  the  vestry  of  P.,  the  vestry-clerk  being  called  to 
produce  the  vestry-books,  it  was  held  that  he  could  not  refuse  on  the  ground 
that  he  might  thereby  criminate  himself,  the  books  being  directed  to  be  kept 
by  58  Geo.  III.,  c.  69.  s.  2;  Bradshaw  v.  Murphy,  1  C.kV.  (32  E.  C.  L.  K.) 
612. 

"  R.  V.  St.  Mary^s^  Nottingham,  13  East  57,  n. 

'  Thomas  v.  Tucker,  cor.  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  Sitt.  aft.  Kaster,  1827. 

y  R.  V.  Hodgson,  1  Russ.  &>  Ry.  G.  C.  211  :  and  see  Dodd  v.  Norris,  3  Camp. 
519.  The  answer  here,  however,  might  have  subjected  the  witness  to  spiritual 
censure  and  punishment. 

>  Wesfs  case,  0.  B.  Sess.  afler  Easter  T.  1823. 

*  The  declaratory  statute,  46  Geo.  III.,  c.  ^7,  imports  that  a  witness  is  not 
bound  to  answer  any  question  the  answering  of  which  tends  to  expose  him  to  a 
penalty  or  forfeiture  of  any  nature  whatever.  So  in  equity  a  party  is  not  bound 
to  answer  so  as  to  subject  himself  to  any  punishment,  pains,  penalties,  or  for- 
feiture of  interest;  see  Mitford's  Gh.  PI.  157.  But  the  full  effect  of  the  privi- 
lege is  not  allowed  in  bankruptcy :  Ex  parte  Cozzens  re  Worrall,  Buck  531. 

^  13  How.  St.  Tr.  1.  But  the  statutes  inflicting  these  penalties  are  now  re- 
pealed. 

he  may  be  thereby  subjected  to  a  pecuniary  liability :  Bullr.  Loveland,  10  Pick. 
9 ;  Hays  v.  Richardson,  1  Gill  &,  Johns.  366 ;  Comm,  v.  Thurston,  7  J.  J. 
Marsh.  62 ;  Naylor  v.  Semmes,  4  Gill  &  Johns.  273 ;  Copp  v.  Upham,  S  N.  H. 
159;  Devoll  v.  Brownell,  5  Pick.  448  ;  Baird  v.  Cochran,  4  S.  &  R.  397 ;  AUx- 
ander  v.  Knox,  7  Ala.  503  ;  Judge  of  Probate  v.  Green,  1  How.  (Miss.)  146 ;  ZoU 
lickoffer  v.  Turner,  6  Yerg.  297 ;  Loumey  v.  Perham,  2  App.  235 ;  Conover  v. 
Bell,  6  Monr.  157  ;  Stevens  v.  Whitcomb,  16  Yt.  121.  When  a  witness  is  sworn 
to  tell  the  whole  truth,  it  means  to  tell  so  much  of  the  truth  as  may  be  compe- 
tent evidence.  He  also  takes  the  oath  subject  to  the  qualification  that  he  may 
decline  to  answer  questions  which  will  criminate  himself:  Comm,  v.  Reid,  I 
Gamp.  182.     See  ante,  p.  41,  note. 
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the  witness  could  not  be  asked  whether  he  was  a  Roman  Catholic, 
since  he  might  thereby  subject  himself  to  penalties.  And  it  has  even 
been  held,  that  a  witness  is  protected  from  admitting  his  commission 
of  an  offence,  although  he  has  received  a  pardon  ;^  for  the  answer 
may  place  him  in  jeopardy,  and  he  would  have  to  set  up  the  pardon 
in  bar  to  the  prosecution.  But  where  a  witness  has  been  guilty  of 
an  infamous  crime,  and  has  been  punished  for  it,  he  may,  it  is  said, 
be  asked  whether  he  has  not  undergone  the  punishment,  because  his 
answer  cannot  subject  him  to  further  punishment.^  And  where  the 
questions  might  subject  the  witness  to  penalties,  but  the  time  for 
proceeding  against  him  is  passed,  he  is  bound  to  answer.*  If  the  wit- 
ness voluntarily  answer  questions  improperly  put,  his  answers  may 
afterwards  be  used  as  evidence  against  him.'  Where  a  witness,  after 
having  been  cautioned  that  he  is  not  compelled  to  answer  a  question 
on  the  ground  that  his  answers  might  subject  him  to  an  indictment, 
answers  at  all,  it  has  been  held  that  he  is  bound  to  disclose  the  whole 
of  the  transaction.**  If,  however,  the  witness  claims  the  protection 
of  the  court  and  there  appears  reasonable  ground  to  believe  that  his 
answer  would  criminate  him,  but  notwithstanding  he  is  obliged  to 
answer,  what  he  says  must  be  considered  as  obtained  by  a  species  of 
duress,  and  cannot  be  used  in  evidence  against  him.^  And  it  makes 
no  difference  as  to  the  right  of  the  witness  to  protection,  that  r^oAY-i 
he  *had  before  answered  in  part.  He  may  claim  his  privi- 
lege at  any  stage  of  the  inquiry.' 

The  protection  has  been  carried  much  further.     It  has  been  held 

«  E.  V.  Reading,  7  IIow.  St.  Tr.  259 ;  R,  v.  Earl  of  Shaftesbuiy,  6  How.  St. 
Tr.  1171;  s.  c.  Moo.  &  M.  (22  E.  G.  L.  R.)  193,  note :  but  see  two  next  notes. 

*  R.  V.  Edwards  J  4  T.  R.  440 ;  bat  see  note  (k),  post,  p.  207. 

*  Roberts  v.  Allatt,  Moo.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  192. 

'  Stockfleth  V.  De  Tastet,  4  Gamp.  10  j  Smith  v.  Beadndl,  1  Gamp.  30 ;  R,  v. 
Merceron,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  366. 

«  Dixon  V.  Vale,  1  G.  &  P.  (12  E.  G.  L.  R.)  278 ;  East  v.  Chapman,  2  C.  &  P. 
(12  £.  G.  L.  R.)  570.  So  in  the  case  of  a  witness  interrogated  in  equity: 
Austin  V.  Prince,  1  Sim.  348. 

*  Reg.  V.  Garhett,  2  C.  &  K.  (61  E.  G.  L.  R.)  474. 
>  Ibid. 

^  If  be  voluntarily  state  a  fact,  he  is  bound  to  state  how  he  knows  it,  although 

in  so  doing  he  may  expose  himself  to  a  criminal  charge :  State  v.  K ,  4  N. 

H.  562.  If  the  witness  understandingly  waive  his  privilege,  and  begin  to  testify, 
he  mast  submit  to  a  full  cross-examination,  if  required :  Chamberlin  v.  Willson, 
12  Vt.  491 ;  Amherst  v.  Hollis,  9  N.  H.  107 :  People  v.  Lohman,  2  Barb.  S.  G. 
Rep.  216 ;  StaU  v.  Foster,  3  Post.  348  ;  Cohum  v.  Odell,  10  Post.  540 ;  Foster  v. 
Reree^  11  Gush.  437. 
13 
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that  a  witness  is  not  bound  to  answer  any  question  which  tends  to 
render  him  infamous,  or  even  to  disgrace  him,  and  that  such  evidence 
was  inadmissible.  In  Cook* 8  caae,^  Treby,  C.  J.,  said,  "  If  it  be  an 
infamous  thing,  that  is  enough  to  preserve  a  man  from  being  bound  to 
answer;*'  and  he  therefore  held  that  persons  convicted  and  par- 
doned, or  convicted  and  punished  for  crimes,  could  not  be  obliged  to 
answer,  since  it  was  matter  of  reproach,  and  that  it  should  not  be  put 
upon  a  man  to  answer  a  question  wherein  he  would  be  forced  to 
forswear  or  disgrace  himself.^  It  is  however  to  be  observed  that  the 
case  of  The  King  v.  Edwards^  is  inconsistent  with  the  above  dictum  ; 
since  it  was  there  held  that  a  person  proposed  as  bail  was  bound  to 
answer  the  question  whether  he  had  stood  in  the  pillory  for  perjury. 
The  question  whether  a  witness  must  answer  questions  which  tend 
to  disgrace  him,°  is,  like  many  other  difficult  questions  on  the  sub- 
ject of  evidence,  one  of  policy  and  convenience.  On  the  one  hand, 
it  is  highly  desirable  that  the  jury  should  thoroughly  understand  the 
character  of  the  persons  on  whose  credit  they  are  to  decide  upon  the 
property  and  lives  of  others ;  and  neither  life  nor  property  ought  to 
be  placed  in  competition  with  a  doubtful  and  contingent  injury  to 
the  feelings  of  individual  witnesses.  On  the  other  hand,  it  may  be 
P^Q/vQ-^  said  that  it  is  hard  that  a  '''witness  should  be  obliged  upon 
oath  to  accuse  himself  of  a  crime,  or  even  to  disgrace  him- 
self in  the  eyes  of  the  public  ;  that  it  is  a  harsh  alternative  to  compel 
a  man  to  destroy  his  own  character,  or  to  commit  perjury ;  that  it  is 
impolitic  to  expose  a  witness  to  so  great  a  temptation ;  and  that  it 
must  operate  as  a  great  discouragement  to  witnesses,  to  oblige  them 
to  give  an  account  of  the  most  secret  transactions  of  their  lives  be- 
fore a  public  tribunal.  That  a  collateral  fact  tending  merely  to  dis- 
grace the  witness,  is  not  one  which  is  properly  relevant  to  the  issue, 
since  it  could  not  be  proved  by  any  other  witness ;  and  that  there 
would  be,  perhaps,  some  inconsistency  in  protecting  a  witness  against 
any  question,  the  answer  to  which  would  subject  him  to  a  pecuniary 
penalty,  and  yet  leave  his  character  exposed. 

*  13  How.  St.  Tr.  311 ;  1  Salk.  153. 

^  The  question  in  that  case  was,  whether  a  juryman  who  had  been  chal- 
lenged  could  be  asked  whether  he  had  not  before  the  trial  asserted  the  guilt  of 
the  prisoner. 

^  4  T.  K.  440.  See  Rex  v.  Lewis  and  othersj  4  Esp.  C.  225,  where  it  is  said  to 
have  been  ruled,  that  a  witness  could  not  be  asked  whether  he  had  been  in  the 
House  of  Correction ;  and  MacBride  v.  MacBride^  4  Esp.  242,  where  it  was 
held  that  a  witness  could  not  be  asked  questions  which  tended  directly  to  dis- 
grace him. 

■  See  tit.  Rape — Seduction. 
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In  the  first  place,  it  is  quite  settled  that  a  man  is  not  bound  to 
criminate  himself,  or  to  answer  any  question  by  which  he  may  incur 
a  penalty.^  It  may  be  observed  further,  that  the  principle  extends 
not  only  to  questions  where  the  answer  would  immediately  criminate 
the  witness,  but  to  all  questions  which  tend  collaterally  to  his  convic- 
tion, or  to  supply  any  link  in  proof  of  a  charge  against  him.^  As  to 
questions  which  tend  merely  to  disgrace  the  witness,  there  is  some 
diflSculty. 

In  Co6K%  ca%e^  the  prisoner,  on  an  indictment  for  high  treason, 
asked  the  jurors,  in  order  to  challenge  them,  w^hether  they  had  not 
said  that  he  was  guilty,  and  would  be  hanged  ?  and  the  question  was 
overruled;  and  the  court  said,  You  shall  not  ask  a  witness  or  jury- 
man whether  he  hath  been  whipped  for  larceny,  or  convicted  of 
felony ;  or  whether  he  was  ever  committed  to  Bridewell  for  a  pil- 
ferer, or  to  Newgate  for  clipping  and  coining ;  or  whether  he  is  a 
villain  or  outlawed ;  because  that  would  make  a  man  discover  that  of 
himself  which  tends  to  shame,  *crime,  infamy,  or  misde-  r^nnQi 
meaner.  In  this  case  it  is  to  be  recollected  that  the  object 
was  to  exclude  the  juryman  entirely  by  raising  an  objection  to  his 
competency.  The  same  observation  applies  also  to  Layer'9  case,"^ 
where  the  court  overruled  the  attempt  of  the  prisoner  to  ask  a  wit- 
ness on  the  voire  dire^  whether  he  had  been  promised  a  pardon,  or 
some  reward  for  swearing  against  the  prisoner ;  and  in  that  case  L. 
C.  J.  Pratt  said,  K  the  objection  goes  to  his  credit,  must  he  not  be 
sworn,  and  his  credit  left  to  the  jury  ?  No  person  is  to  discredit 
himself,  but  is  always  taken  to  be  innocent  till  it  appear  otherwise. 
The  question,  whether  a  witness  was  bound  to  answer  a  question  upon 
a  collateral  fact  tending  to  disgrace  him,  did  not  arise  in  any  of  the 
foregoing  cases,'  and  therefore  the  dicta  thrown  out  by  the  court  were 

*  See,  as  to  these  two  propositions,  anttj  p.  204,  note  («),  where  the  authorities 
are  collected. 

'  1  Salk.  153 ;  13  How.  St.  Tr.  311 ;  and  see  the  observations  of  Treby,  J., 
above. 

4  16  How.  St.  Tr.  101.  The  Chief  J.  (Pratt)  did  not  deny  that  the  question 
night  be  put  after  the  witness  had  been  sworn.  The  cases  of  a  witness  and 
juror  differ  very  materially.  With  respect  to  jurors,  no  question  is  properly  al- 
lowable, except  for  the  purpose  of  showing  total  incompetency. 

'  There  are  many  instances  in  which  a  man  may  be  a  witness  who  cannot  be 
a  juror :  2  Hale  278,  11  H.  4.  One  attainted  and  pardoned  cannot  be  a  juror  : 
per  Holt,  C.  J.,  Rookwood's  case,  4  St.  Tr.  642 ;  but  he  may  be  a  witness.  The 
reason  is,  that  a  juror  cannot  be  examined  and  sifted  as  to  the  grounds  of  hia 
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in  some  measure,  extra-judicial,  as  far  as  regards  the  present  question. 
In  the  case  of  M,  v.  LexoiB*  which  was  an  indictment  for  an  assault, 
a  witness,  who  is  stated  in  the  report  of  the  case  to  have  been  a  com- 
mon informer,  and  a  man  of  suspicious  character,  was  asked,  upon 
cross-examination,  if  he  had  been  in  the  house  of  correction  in  Sus- 
sex ?  And  Lord  Ellenborough  is  stated  to  have  interposed,  and  to 
have  said,  that  the  question  should  not  be  asked,  since  it  had  formerly 
been  settled  by  the  judges,  among  whom  were  C.  J.  Treby  and  Mr.  J. 
Powell,  both  very  great  lawyers,  that  a  witness  was  not  bound  to  an- 
swer any  question  the  object  of  which  *was  to  degrade  or 
L  J  render  him  infamous.  It  is  to  be  observed,  however,  that  his 
Lordship  did  not  afterwards  strictly  adhere  to  this  rule.*  In  the  case 
of  Macbride  v.  Maclride^'^  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  for 
assumpsit,  was  questioned  as  to  her  cohabiting  with  the  plaintiff;  Lord 
Alvanley  interposed,  and  excluded  the  question ;  but  his  Lordship 
added,  '^  I  do  not  go  so  far  as  others  may ;  I  will  not  say  that  a  wit- 
ness shall  not  be  asked  to  what  may  tend  to  disparage  him  ;  that  would 
prevent  an  investigation  into  the  character  of  the  witness,  which  it 
may  be  of  importance  to  ascertain.  I  think  those  questions  only 
should  not  be  asked  which  have  a  direct  and  immediate  effect  to  dis- 
parage." Upon  the  trial  of  O'Coigly  and  0' Connor j^  the  witness 
having,  upon  a  question  being  put  which  threw  an  imputation  on  him, 
appealed  to  the  court  for  protection  in  the  first  instance,  the  court 
would  not  permit  the  question  to  be  repeated.  In  the  case  of  Harris 
v.  Tippetty^  the  witness  was  asked  in  cross-examination,  whether  he 
had  not  attempted  to*  dissuade  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff  from  attend- 
ing the  trial ;  he  swore  that  he  had  not ;  and  on  its  being  proposed  to 
bring  evidence  to  contradict  the  witness  on  this  point,  Mr.  J.  Law- 
rence would  not  allow  it,  the  fact  being  collateral  to  the  issue ;  but  he 
added,  '^  I  will  permit  questions  to  be  put  to  a  witness  as  to  any  im- 
proper conduct  of  which  he  may  have  been  guilty,  for  the  purpose 

verdict,  as  a  witness  may  as  to  his  testimony.  The  ancient  rule  of  law  was 
otherwise. 

■  4  Esp.  C.  225. 

^  At  the  sittings  of  Westminster  after  Hil.  Term,  1818,  a  witness  was  compelled 
by  his  Lordship  to  answer  the  question  whether  he  had  not  been  confined  in  a 
particular  gaol ;  infraj  p.  212,  note  (z), 

<>  4  Esp.  G.  242 ;  but  see  supra,  p.  201. 

^  24  How.  St.  Tr.  1353. 

^  2  Camp.  637,  cited  in  E.  v.  Watson,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  116 ;  but  see 
supra,  p.  201. 
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of  trying  his  credit ;  but  when  those  questions  are  irrelevant  to  the 
issue  upon  *record,  you  cannot  call  other  witnesses  to  con- 
tradict the  answers  he  gives."  And  in  Tewin'%  ca%e^  the  ^  ^ 
same  learned  judge  allowed  the  prisoner's  counsel  to  ask  a  witness 
in  cross-examination,  whether  he  had  not  been  charged  with  robbing 
his  master.  Where  a  man's  liberty,  or  even  life,  depends  upon  the 
testimony  of  another,  it  is  of  infinite  importance  that  those  who  are 
to  decide  upon  that  testimony  should  know,  to  the  greatest  extent, 
how  far  the  witness  is  to  be  trusted  ;  they  cannot  look  into  his  breast 
and  see  what  passes  there,  but  must  form  their  opinion  on  collateral 
indications  of  his  good  faith  and  sincerity.  Whatever,  therefore, 
may  materially  assist  them  in  their  inquiry,  is  most  essential  to  the 
investigation  of  truth  ;  and  it  cannot  but  be  material  for  the  jury  to 
understand  the  character  of  the  witness  whom  they  are  called  to  be- 
lieve ;  and  to  know  whether,  although  he  has  not  been  actually  con- 
victed of  any  crime,  he  has  not  in  some  measure  rendered  himself 
less  credible  by  his  disgraceful  conduct.  In  the  case  of  The  King  v. 
JEdward»y^  on  an  application  to  bail  the  prisoner,  who  was  charged 
with  felony,  one  of  the  bail  was  asked,  whether  he  had  not  stood  in 
the  pillory  for  perjury  ?  and  upon  objection  being  made  that  it  tended 
to  criminate  the  party,  the  court  held  that  there  was  no  impropriety 
in  the  question,  since  his  answer  could  not  subject  him  to  any  punish- 
ment. 

The  great  question,  therefore,  whether  a  witness  is  hound  to  an- 
swer a  question  to  his  own  disgrace,  has  not  yet  undergone  any  di- 
rect and  solemn  decision,  and  appears  to  be  still  open  for  considera- 
tion. The  truth  or  falsehood  of  testimony  frequently  cannot  be 
ascertained  by  mere  analy^^is  of  the  evidence  itself;  the  investigation 
requires  collateral  and  extrinsic  aids,  the  principal  of  which  con- 
sists in  a  knowledge  of  the- source  or  depository  from  which  such 
testimony  is  derived :  the  whole  question  resolves  itself  into  one  of 
policy  and  convenience,  that  is,  whether  it  '*'would  be  a  r^ieoio'i 
greater  evil  that  an  important  test  of  truth  should  be 
sacrificed,  or  that  by  subjecting  witnesses  to  the  operation  of  this 
test,  their  feelings  should  be  wounded,  and  their  attendance  for  the 
purposes  of  justice  discouraged  ?  The  latter  point  seems  to  deserve 
the  more  serious  consideration,  since  the  mere  offence  to  the  private 
feelings  of  a  witness  who  has  misconducted  himself  cannot  well  be 
put  in  competition  with  the  mischief  which  might  otherwise  result  to 
the  liberties  and  lives  of  others.  No  great  injustice  is  done  to  any 
*  2  Camp.  638,  n.  •  '  4  T.  R.  440. 
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individual  upon  whose  oath  the  property  or  personal  security  of 
others  is  to  depend,  in  exhibiting  him  to  the  jury  such  as  he  is.  As 
to  the  other  consideration,  it  does  not  seem  to  be  very  clear  that  by 
permitting  such  examinations  any  serious  evil  would  result ;  the  law 
possesses  ample  means  for  compelling  the  attendance  of  witnesses, 
however  unwilling  they  may  be.  The  evil  on  this  side  of  the  ques- 
tion is  at  all  events  doubtful  and  contingent ;  on  the  other  side  it  is 
plain  and  certain. 

The  principle  on  which  such  evidence  is  admissible  is  clear  and 
obvious ;  the  reason  for  excluding  it  is  extrinsic  and  artificial,  and, 
it  may  be  added,  but  theoretical ;  for  courts  are  in  the  constant  habit 
of  permitting  such  questions  to  be  put,*  and  answers  to  be  given  and 
received  as  evidence  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury, 
p^o-iq-i  *The  decision  of  this  question  is  of  less  practical  import- 
ance than  might  have  been  expected,  since,  whether  a  witness 
be  or  be  not  bound  to  answer  such  questions  as  tend  to  his  disgracci 
it  seems  to  be  allowed  that  the  questions  may  be  put  ;*  and  it  is  ob- 
viously of  little  consequence  whether  the  witness  admits  that  which 
is  insinuated  against  him,  or  refuses  to  answer  the  question ;  for 
though  in  strictness  no  inference  ought  to  be  made  as  to  the  truth  of 

*  In  the  cose  of  Frost  y.  HcUloway^  K.  B.  sitt.  after  Hil.  Term.  1818,  Lord 
Ellenborou^b,  G.  J.,  compelled  a  witness  to  answer  whether  he  had  not  been 
confined  for  theft  in  gaol ;  and,  on  the  witnesses  appealing  to  the  Court,  said, 
'*  If  jou  do  not  answer  I  will  send  you  there  */'  Ex  relatione  Gumey,  In  the 
case  of  Cundell  v.  Pratt^  Moo.  <Sb  M.  (22  £.  0.  L.  R.)  108 ;  the  witness  was  asked, 
on  cross-examination,  whether  she  was  not  cohabiting  in  a  state  of  incest  with 
a  particular  individual ;  Best,  0.  J.,  interfered  to  prohibit  the  question  ;  it  was 
urged  by  Spankie,  Serjt.,  that  he  had  a  right  to  put  questions  tending  to  degrade 
a  witness,  for  the  purpose  of  trying  his  character ;  but  Best,  G.  J.,  said :  **  I  do 
not  forbid  the  question  on  that  ground ;  I  for  one  will  never  go  that  length. 
Until  I  am  told  by  the  House  of  Lords  I  am  wrong,  the  rule  I  shall  always  act 
upon  is,  to  protect  w'tnesses  from  questions,  the  answers  to  which  may  expose 
them  to  punishment.  If  they  are  protected  beyond  this,  from  questions  that 
tend  to  degrade  them,  many  an  innocent  man  would  unjustly  suffer.  This 
question  may  subject  her  to  punishment ;  I  think,  therefore,  it  ought  not  to  be 
put."  In  point  of  practice,  such  questions  are  every  day  put  and  answers  ex- 
acted. And  now,  when  infamy  forms  no  objection  to  a  witnesses  competency, 
and  therefore  a  party  would  not  be  allowed  to  adduce  evidence  upon  the  point 
(Harris  v.  Tippett^  2  Gamp.  637),  it  seems  to  be  essential  to  the  ends  of  justice 
that  the  witness  should  be  compelled  to  answer  such  questions. 

'  Harris  v.  Tippettj  2  Gamp.  638 ;  Lord  Cochrane' s  trials  by  Gurney,  p.  419 ; 
Hardy's  case,  24  Howell's  St.  Tr.  726;  R,  v.  Fetrtn,  2  Gamp.  638,  n.;  R.  v. 
Watson^  2  Stark.  G.  (3  E.  G.  L.  R.)  116. 
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the  fact  where  the  witness  has  refused  to  answer,^  yet  the  refusal 
must  make  an  unfavorable  impression  upon  the  jury,  since  an  honest 
man  would  naturally  be  eager  to  deny  the  fact  and  rescue  his  char- 
acter from  suspicion,  and  would  not  refuse  to  answer  merely  because 
he  had  a  strict  legal  right  to  refuse/ 

Where  the  question  is  so  connected  with  the  point  in  issue  that 
the  witness  may  be  contradicted  by  other  evidence  if  he  deny  the 
fact,  the  law  itself  requires  that  the  question  should  be  put  to  the 
witness,  in  order  to  afford  him  an  opportunity  for  explanation, 
although  the  answer  may  involve  him  in  consequences  highly  penal/ 
It  was  held  by  all  the  judges,  not  only  that  a  question,  as 
*to  an  act  clone  by  the  witness,  the  answer  to  which  might  rto-i^-i 
criminate  him,  might  be  put,  in  order  to  afford  a  foundation 
for  contradicting  him  if  he  denied  the  fact,  but  even  that  the  adverse 
party  could  not,  without  asking  the  question,  adduce  such  evidence  to 
impeach  the  credit  of  the  witness.* 

The  privilege  of  refusing  to  answer  is  that  of  the  witness,  and  not 
of  the  party ;  and  Lord  Tenterden  refused  to  allow  the  question  to 
be  argued  by  the  counsel  of  the  party  who  called  the  witness/ 

It  was  formerly  thought  that  if  a  witness  voluntarily  answered 
questions  tending  to  criminate  him  on  his  examination  in  chief,  he 
was  bound  to  answer,  on  cross-examination,  however  penal  the  conse- 
quence might  be,  and  if  he  answered  the  question  in  part,  he  was 
bound  to  disclose  the  whole  truth  ;'^  but  on  consideration  by  the  whole 
of  the  judges,  it  has  been  held  by  a  majority  that  a  witness  after 
having  answered  some  questions  may  stop  at  any  moment  and  claim 

*  Rose  V.  Blakeman^  Ry.  &  M.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  383 ;  fiee  Lord  Ellenborough's 
remarks  in  Milman  v.  Tucker,  2  Peake  N.  P.  C.  222. 

*  See  the  observations  of  the  Jadges  in  B,  v.  Watsorij  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  116. 

*  The  Queen's  ease,  2  B.  &  B.  (6  E.  C.  L.  R.)  311. 

*  Ibid.  Thus  in  an  action  against  A,  for  seducing  plaintiff's  daughter,  which 
fact  the  daughter  proved,  it  was  held  the  defendant  could  not  give  evidence  that 
she  had  talked  of  B,  as  her  seducer  and  the  father  of  her  child,  unless  she  had 
been  first  asked  in  cross-examination  whether  she  had  ever  said  so :  Carpenter 
T.  WaU,  11  Ad.  &  E.  (39  E.  C.  L.  R.)  803. 

'  By  Lord  Tenterden,  in  Thomas  v.  Newton,  Moo.  &  M.  (22  £.  C.  L.  R.)  48, 
n. ',  R,  V.  Adey,  1  M.  k  Rob.  94 ;  and  it  seems  doubtful  whether  the  court  can 
review  the  decision  of  a  judge,  when  he  has  compelled  the  witness  to  answer 
or  produce  the  document:  see  Marston  v.  Downes,  1  Ad.  &  E.  (28  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
34 ;  Doe  V.  Date,  3  Q.  B.  (43  E.  C.  L.  R.)  609. 

>  Per  Dampier,  J.,  Winchester  Sum.  Ass.  1815,  Mann.  Index,  Witness,  222; 
East  V.  Chapman,  Moo.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  47. 
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bis  privilege,  and  that  if  the  judge  nevertheless  force  him  to  proceed, 
what  he  says  cannot  be  made  use  of  against  him  in  a  criminal  pro- 
ceeding.** If,  however,  the  witness  voluntarily  choose  to  answer  a 
question  to  which  he  might  have  demurred,  his  answer  may  after- 
wards be  used  in  evidence  against  him  for  all  purposes.' 
r**>151  *^^  *  witness  give  an  answer  to  a  question  put  for  the  pur- 
pose of  degrading  his  character,  the  party  will  be  bound  by 
his  answer,  and  cannot  adduce  evidence  in  contradiction.^  This  is 
but  a  particular  application  of  the  general  rule  applicable  in  all  cases 
of  inquiry  as  to  mere  collateral  facts. 

If  by  an  unfortunate  or  unskilful  question  put  on  cross-examina- 
tion a  fact  be  extracted  which  would  not  have  been  evidence  upon  an 
examination  in  chief,  it  then  becomes  evidence  against  the  party  so 
r*21fi1    cross-examining.*^      *But  a  witness  is  not  allowed  volunta- 
rily to  obtrude  inadmissible  evidence,  and  if  he  do,  it  is  not 

^  Beg  V.  Garbety  2  Car.  &  K.  (61  E.  C.  L.  R.)  474. 

*  Smith  V.  Beadnelly  1  Gamp.  30;  Stockfleth  v.  De  Tastet,  4  Camp.  10. 

J  Lord  Ellenborough,  in  Watson's  case,  Gumey's  Rep.,  vol.  ii.,  288,  observed, 
'^  Whether  he  has  been  guilty  of  such  a  crime  is  improperly  asking  him  in  a 
degree,  because  you  are  calling  upon  him,  upon  the  sanction  of  his  oath,  to 
answer  that  which  he  is  not  bound  to  answer,  for  no  man  is  bound  to  criminate 
himself;  but  if,  froD(L  a  desire  to  exculpate  himself  from  the  imputation  of  a 
crime,  he  gives  an  answer,  it  has  been  held  by  many  of  our  judges,  and  I  never 
knew  it  ruled  to  the  contrary,  that  having  put  such  question  he  must  be  bound 
by  the  answer.  The  court  is  not  a  court  to  try  a  collateral  question  of  crime, 
and  it  would  be  unjust  if  it  were ;  for  how  can  the  party  be  prepared  with  a 
case  of  exculpation,  or  with  an  answer  to  any  evidence  which  may  be  adduced 
to  charge  him  ?  There  is  no  possibility  of  a  fair  and  competent  trial  on  that 
subject,  and  therefore  in  no  instance  is  it  done." 

*  Wright  dem.  Clymer  v.  Littler^  Burr.  1244  ;  1  Bla.  346.  The  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  claimed  under  a  will  dated  1743.  The  defendant  relied  on  a  will  bear- 
ing date  1745.  The  plaintiff,  in  answer,  called  Mary  Ftc^or,  the  sister  of  William 
Medlicottj  deceased,  whose  name  appeared  as  an  attesting  witness  to  the  will  of 
1745,  to  prove  that  her  brother,  in  his  last  illness,  and  three  weeks  before  his 
death,  pulled  out  of  his  bosom  the  will  of  1743,  and  said  it  was  the  true  will  of 
J.  C.  Upon  cross-examination  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendants,  the  witness 
further  stated  that  her  brother,  when  he  produced  the  will  of  1743,  acknow- 
ledged and  declared  that  the  will  of  1745  was  forged  by  himself.  After  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff,  upon  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  upon  the  ground,  inter  oZi'a,  that 
the  declaration  by  Medlicott  of  his  having  forged  the  will  of  1745  ought  not  to 
have  been  left  to  the  jury,  it  was  answered  by  the  court  that  the  fact  came 
out  upon  the  defendant's  own  cross-examination,  and  he  made  no  objection  to  it 
at  the  trial.  See  the  observations  on  this  case  in  Stobari  v.  Bryden^  1  M.  Jb  W. 
624,  625.  It  would  thence  appear  that  the  statement  in  the  text  is  by  no  means 
clear. 
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to  be  considered  as  evidence  in  the  cause.^  This  is  a  just  and  most 
important  rule ;  a  fraudulent  and  subtle  witness  will  sometimes  en- 
deavor to  baffle  his  cross-examiner,  and  deter  him  from  pursuing  his 
coarse  by  introducing  into  his  answers  matters  foreign  to  the  ques- 
tion, but  unfavorable  to  the  cross-examining  party. 

Where  a  witness  is  cross-examined  as  to  writing,  the  examination 
is  conducted  with  a  view  either  to  establish  in  evidence  the  contents 
of  a  written  document  as  material  to  the  cause,  or  to  test  the  mem- 
ory or  the  credit  of  the  witness.  In  the  former  view,  the  subject  of 
cross-examination  has  been  the  object  of  much  consideration  by  the 
judges. 

In  the  course  of  the  proceedings  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  Tlie 
Queen*8  eaiey  Louisa  Dumont,  a  witness  in  support  of  the  charge, 
having  been  asked,  upon  cross-examination,  whether  she  did  not  use 
certain  expressions  which  the  counsel  read  from  a  supposed  letter 
from  the  witness  to  her  sister,  it  was  objected  by  the  Attorney-Gen- 
eral that  the  letter  itself  ought  to  be  put  in  before  any  use  could  be 
made  of  its  contents. 

The  following  questions  were  in  consequence  proposed  to  the 
judges :" 

First.  Whether  in  the  courts  below  a  party,  on  cross-examination, 
would  be  allowed  to  represent  in  the  statement  of  a  question  the  con- 
tents of  a  letter,  and  to  ask  the  witness  whether  the  witness  wrote  a 
letter,  to  any  person  with  such  contents,  or  contents  to  the  like  effect, 
without  having  first  shown  to  the  witness  the  letter,  and  having  asked 
that  witness  whether  the  witness  wrote  the  letter,  and  his  admitting 
that  he  wrote  such  a  letter  ? 

^Secondly.  Whether,  when  a  letter  is  produced  in  the  r*6-i»Ti 
courts  below,  the  court  would  allow  a  witness  to  be  asked, 
upon  showing  the  witness  only  a  part  of  or  one  or  more  lines  of  such 
letter,  and  not  the  whole  of  it,  whether  he  wrote  such  part,  or  such 
one  or  more  lines  ;  and  in  case  the  witness  shall  not  admit  that  he 
did  or  did  not  write  the  same,  the  witness  can  be  examined  to  the 
contents  of  such  letter? 

The  first  question  was  answered  in  the  negative,  for  the  following 
reasons: — ''The  contents  of  every  written  paper  are,  according  to 
the  ordinary  and  well-established  rules  of  evidence,  to  be  proved  by 

'  BUwettY.  Tregonning^  3  Ad.  A  E.  (30  E.  C.  L.  R.)  554.  Consequently,  if  any 
dispute  arise  as  to  such  inadmissible  evidence,  the  witness  will  not  be  recalled 
to  settle  it:  CattlinY.  Barkery  5  G.  B.  (57  E.  G.  L.  R.)  201. 

"  Tke  Queen's  case^  2  B.  4;  B.  (6  E.  G.  L.  R.)  286. 
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the  paper  itself  and  by  that  alone,  if  the  paper  be  in  existence. 
The  proper  course,  therefore,  is  to  ask  the  witness  whether  or  no  that 
letter  is  of  the  handwriting  of  the  witness  ?  If  the  witness  admits 
that  it  is  of  his  or  her  handwriting,  the  cross-examining  counsel  may, 
at  his  proper  season,  read  that  letter  as  evidence,  and  when  the  let- 
ter is  produced  then  the  whole  of  the  lietter  is  made  evidence.  One 
of  the  reasons  for  the  rule  requiring  the  production  of  written  in- 
struments is,- in  order  that  the  court  may  be  possessed  of  the 
whole.  If  the  course  which  is  here  proposed  should  be  followed,  the 
cross-examining  counsel  may  put  the  court  in  possession  only  of  a  part 
of  the  contents  of  the  written  paper ;  and  thus  the  court  may  never 
be  in  possession  of  the  whole,  though  it  may  happen  that  the  whole, 
if  produced,  may  have  an  effect  very  different  from  that  which  might 
be  produced  by  a  statement  of  a  part." 

To  the  second  question  the  judges  returned  the  following  answer : 
— "  In  answer  to  the  first  part,  '  Whether,  when  a  letter  is  produced 
in  the  courts  below,  the  court  would  allow  a  witness  to  be  asked,  upon 
showing  the  witness  only  a  part  or  one  or  more  lines  of  such  letter, 
and  not  the  whole  of  it,  whether  he  wrote  such  part  ?'  the  judges  are 
of  opinion  that  that  question  should  be  answered  by  them  in  the 
affirmative  in  that  form ;  but  in  answer  to  the  latter  part,  which  is 

r*21R1  ^^'^'  ^  "^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^witness  shall  not  admit  that  he  did  or 
did  not  write  such  part,  whether  he  can  be  examined  as  to 
the  contents  of  such  letter  V  the  learned  judges  answer  in  the  nega- 
tive, for  reasons  already  given,  namely,  that  the  paper  itself  is  to  be 
produced  in  order  that  the  whole  may  be  seen,  and  the  one  pjirt  ex- 
plained by  the  other." 

Upon  the  further  question  proposed,  ^^  Whether,  when  a  witness  is 
cross-examined,  and,  upon  the  production  of  a  letter  to  the  witness 
under  cross-examination,  the  witness  admits  that  he  wrote  that  letter, 
the  witness  can  be  examined  in  the  courts  below,  whether  he  did  or 
did  not  make  statements  such  as  the  counsel  shall,  by  questions  ad- 
dressed to  the  witness,  inquire  are  or  are  not  made  therein ;  or 
whether  the  letter  itself  must  be  read  as  the  evidence  to  manifest 
that  such  statements  are  not  contained  in  the  letter  ?"  The  judges 
were  of  opinion,  that  the  counsel  cannot,  by  questions  addressed  to 
the  witness,  inquire  whether  or  no  such  statements  are  contained  in 
the  letter,  but  that  the  letter  itself  must  be  read  to  manifest  whether 
such  statements  are  or  are  not  contained  in  that  letter.  They  found 
their  opinion  upon  what,  in  their  opinion,  is  a  rule  of  evidence  as  old 
as  any  part  of  the  common  law  of  England,  namely,  that  the  con- 
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tents  of  a  written  instrument,  if  it  be  in  existence,  are  to  be  proved 
by  that  instrument  itself  and  not  by  any  parol  evidence. 

To  another  question,  viz :  "  In  what  stage  of  the  proceedings,  ac- 
cording to  the  practice  of  the  courts  below,  such  letter  could  be  re- 
quired by  counsel  to  be  read,  or  be  permitted  by  the  court  below  to 
be  read,"  the  learned  judges  answered,  that  according  to  the  ordi- 
nary rule  of  proceedings  in  the  courts  below,  the  letter  is  to  be  read 
as  the  evidence  of  the  cross-examining  counsel,  as  part  of  his  evidence 
in  his  turn,  after  he  shall  have  opened  his  case :  that  that  is  the 
ordinary  course ;  but  that,  if  the  counsel  who  is  cross-examining,  sug- 
gests to  the  court  that  he  wishes  to  have  the  letter  read  immediately 
in  order  that  "^he  may  after  the  contents  of  that  letter  shall  r^tcoiqi 
have  been  made  known  to  the  court,  found  certain  questions 
upon  the  contents  of  that  letter,  which  could  not  well  or  effectually 
be  done  without  reading  the  letter  itself,  that  becomes  an  excepted 
case  in  the  courts  below ;  and  for  the  convenient  administration  of 
justice  the  letter  is  permitted  to  be  read  at  the  suggestion  of  the 
counsel ;  but  considering  it,  however,  as  part  of  the  evidence  of  the 
counsel  proposing  it,  and  subject  to  all  the  consequences  of  having 
such  letter  considered  as  part  of  his  evidence. 

In  the  course  of  the  same  proceeding,  the  counsel  for  the  Queen, 
having  cross-examined  Gruiseppe  Sacchi^  whether  he  had  ever  repre- 
sented to  any  person  after  he  had  left  the  service  of  the  princess, 
that  he  had  taxed  himself  with  ingratitude  towards  a  generous  mis- 
tress ;  it  was  objected,  that  the  witness  should  be  asked  whether  such 
representation  made  by  him  was  an  oral  or  written  one,  because,  if 
written,  the  writing  itself  should  be  produced  before  the  question 
could  be  put.  The  following  question  was  in  consequence  proposed 
to  the  judges  :  ^^  Whether,  according  to  the  established  practice  in  the 
courts  below,  counsel,  in  cross-examining,  are  entitled,  if  the  counsel 
on  the  other  side  object  to  it,  to  ask  a  witness  whether  he  has  made 
representations  of  a  particular  nature,  not  specifying  in  his  question 
whether  the  question  refers  to  representations  in  writing  or  in  words  ?" 

The  Lord  Chief  Justice,  in  delivering  the  opinions  of  the  judges, 
observed  that  they  felt  some  difficulty  in  giving  a  distinct  answer  to 
that  proposition,  as  they  did  not  remember  an  instance  of  a  question 
having  been  asked  by  the  cross-examining  counsel,  precisely  in  those 
words,  and  were  not  aware  of  any  established  practice  distinctly 
referring  to  such  a  question.  He  adverted  to  the  rule  of  law  re- 
specting the  examination  of  a  witness  as  to  a  contract  or  agreement, 
in  which  case,  if  the  counsel  on  one  side  were  to  put  a  question 


219  CROSS-EXAMINATION    OF    WITNESSES. 

generally  as  to  the  contract,  the  ordinary  course  is  for  the  counsel 
r*9201  ^"  ^^^  other  side  to  "^interpose  an  immediate  question,  whether 
the  contract  referred  to  was  in  writing,  and  if  the  contract 
should  appear  to  have  been  in  writing,  then  all  further  inquiry  would 
be  stopped,  because  the  writing  itself  must  be  produced.  With 
reference  to  this  ettablished  rule^  they  considered  the  question  pro- 
posed to  them,  and  were  of  opinion  that  the  witness  could  not 
properly  be  asked  on  cross-examination,  whether  he  had  written  such 
a  thing,  the  proper  course  being  to  put  the  writing  into  his  hands, 
and  ask  him  whether  it  be  his  writing.  They  held,  also,  that  if  the 
witness  were  asked  whether  he  had  represented  such  a  thing,  they 
should  direct  the  counsel  to  ask  whether  the  representation  had  been 
made  in  writing  or  by  words ;  and  if  in  consequence  he  should  ask 
whether  it  had  been  made  in  writing,  the  counsel  on  the  other  side 
would  object  to  the  question  ;  but  if  he  should  ask  whether  the  wit- 
ness had  said  such  a  thing,  the  counsel  would  undoubtedly  have  a 
right  to  put  that  question. 

It  seems  to  be  perfectly  clear,  that  if  it  appear  from  the  cross- 
examination  of  the  witness,  or  from  any  antecedent  evidence,  that 
the  writing  in  question  has  been  destroyed,  the  objection  founded  on 
the  reasons  alleged  by  the  learned  judges  ceases;  and  as  the  defend- 
ant may  at  all  events,  in  his  turn,  adduce  secondary  evidence  of  the 
contents,  there  is  no  objection  to  his  proving  the  contents  in  the  first 
instance  by  means  of  the  adversary's  witness.  Thus  it  has  been 
held,  where  depositions  have  been  taken  and  lost,  a  witness,  after 
proof  of  the  loss,  may  be  cross-examined  from  copies.*  And  in  order 
to  let  in  this  secondary  evidence,  the  cross-examining  party,  before 
or  during  the  cross-examination,  may  call  a  person  on  his  subpoena 
r*2*>n  d^<^^9  tecum  to  produce  the  writing,**  or  *call  on  the  adver- 
sary so  to  do,  if  he  has  had  notice  to  produce.' 

It  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  opinions  delivered  by  the  judges 
upon  the  preceding  questions,  were  founded,  for  the  most  part,  on 
the  principle  that  the  best  evidence  must  be  adduced  which  the  case 
admits  of,  and  on  the  supposition  that  the  object  of  the  cross-exami- 
nation is  to  establish  in  evidence  the  contents  of  a  written  document 

■  E.  V.  SheUard,  9  C.'&  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  277.  So  he  may  be  cross-examined 
upon  an  office  copy  of  an  affidavit  used  on  moving  for  a  new  trial,  which  on  a 
summons  has  been  admitted  to  be  a  true  copy :  Davies  v.  Davies,  9  G.  &  P.  (38 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  252 ;  Attorney-General  v.  Bond,  9  C.  &  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  189. 

•  Attorney- General  v.  Bond,  9  C.  &  P.  189. 

'  Calvert  v.  Flovoer,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  386. 
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as  material  to  the  cause.     Where  that  is  the  case,  the  objection  is  in- 
vincible. 

But  it  frequently  happens  that  the  cross-examination  of  a  witness 
as  to  what  he  has  before  said  or  written  on  the  subject  of  inquiry,  is 
material  only  as  a  test  to  try  his  memory  and  his  credit. 

Such  evidence  is  usually  admissible  for  no  oth^r  purpose  than  to  try 
the  credit  or  capacity  of  the  witness.  What  a  witness  stated  on  a 
former  occasion  may  be  very  material  evidence  to  contradict  him,  or 
impeach  his  testimony,  but  can  rarely  be  evidence  of  the  fact  stated ; 
and  it  is  a  remarkable  circumstance,  that  the  question  was  never,  in 
the  course  of  inquiry  in  the  case  which  occasioned  so  much  discus- 
sion on  the  subject,  directly  raised,  whether  a  cross-examination  as 
to  something  written  by  the  witness,  for  the  purpose,  not  of  proving 
any  fact  in  the  cause,  but  simply  of  trying  the  credit  or  ability  of 
the  witness,  was  subject  to  the  same  strict  rules  as  governed  exami- 
nation for  proving  material  facts,  and  whether  the  witness  might  not 
be  cross-examined  as  to  what  he  had  written,  without  producing  the 
writing,  where,  although  not  proved  to  be  lost,  it  was  not  in  the 
possession  of  the  examining  party.  It  is  also  observable  that  the 
answers  are  founded  mainly,  if  not  wholly,  on  the  supposition  that 
the  writing  to  which  the  question  relates  is  in  the  possession  of  the 
examining  party. 

As  the  decisions  of  the  judges  have,  according  to  opinions  entitled 
to  consideration,  left  the  question,  whether  a  witness  may  not  be 
cross-examined  aft  to  the  contents  of  a  *written  document,  r+oon-i 
for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  his  credit,  without  producing 
the  document,  still  open,  it  may  not  perhaps  be  deemed  presumptuous 
to  offer  a  very  few  remarks  upon  this  subject. 

Upon  every  question  of  this  nature  two  consideratii»ns  arise:  in 
the  first  place,  whether  the  practice  be  advantageous  and  desirable 
with  reference  to  some  particular  object ;  and  if  so,  still  whether,  on 
the  other  hand,  it  may  not  be  politic  to  exclude  it,  in  order  to  avoid 
some  inconvenience  which  would  result  from  its  reception  greater  than 
that  which  would  accrue  from  its  rejection. 

That  the  permitting  such  a  cross-examination  may  frequently 
supply  a  desirable  test  for  trying  the  memory  and  the  credit  of  the 
witness,  admits  of  little  doubt.  If,  for  example,  a  witness  profess  to 
give  a  minute  and  detailed  account  of  a  transaction  long  past,  such 
aa  the  particulars  of  a  conversation,  or  the  contents  of  a  written 
document,  and  consequently  where  much  depends  upon  the  strength 
of  his  memory,  it  is   most  desirable  to  put  that  memory  to  the  test 
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by  every  fair  and  competent  means.  His  inability  under  those  cir- 
cumstances to  state  whether  he  afterwards  committed  the  details  of 
the  transaction  to  writing,  or  if  he  admitted  that  he  did  so,  his  in- 
ability to  state  whether  he  then  gave  the  same  or  a  different  account, 
or  his  admission  that  he  gave  a  different  account,  without  being  able 
to  explain  why  he  did  so,  must  necessarily  operate  to  a  greater  or  less 
extent  to  show  the  imperfection  of  his  memory^ 

If  a  witness  be  called  to  prove  the  contents  of  a  document  written 
by  another,  which,  it  may  be,  he  has  seen  but  once,  and  that  at  a 
distant  time,  must  it  not  be  of  the  highest  importance  to  ascertain 
whether  his  powers  of  memory  are  sufficiently  strong  to  enable  him 
to  swear  to  the  contents  of  a  document  written  by  himself  at  a  later 
period  relating  to  the  same  subject-matter  7  If  he  either  deny  that 
he  bus  made  any  representation  on  the  subject,  or  be  unable  to  re- 
P^QQo-i  collect  what  statement  he  has  made,  ""the  circumstance  tends 
to  impeach  the  faithfulness  of  his  memory,  even  to  a  greater 
extent  than  if  the  representation  had  been  merely  oral,  inasmuch  as 
the  act  of  writing  is  more  deliberate,  and  more  likely  to  remain  im- 
pressed on  the  memory  than  a  mere  oral  communication ;  and  the 
contradiction  which  the  witness  receives  from  the  writing  itself  is 
also  more  important  and  more  complete  than  that  which  results  from 
the  testimony  of  another,  whose  memory  may  be  as  liable  to  imper- 
fection as  that  of  the  witness. 

A  cross-examination  of  this  nature  affords  no  mean  test  for  trying 
the  integrity  of  the  witness.  An  insincere  witness,  who  is  not  aware 
that  his  adversary  has  it  in  his  power  to  contradict  him,  will  fre- 
quently deny  having  made  declarations  and  used  expressions  which 
he  is,  on  cross*examination,  ultimately  forced  to  avow  ;  and  it  often 
happens,  that  by  his  palpable  and  disingenuous  attempts  to  conceal 
the  truth,  he  betrays  his  real  character  ;  and  thus  his  denials,  his 
manner  and  conduct,  become  of  far  greater  importance,  and  much 
more  strongly  impeach  his  credit  than  the  answer  itself  does,  which 
he  is  at  last  reluctantly  constrained  to  give. 

Where  the  party  is  confined  to  the  mere  production  and  reading 
of  the  paper,  without  previous  cross-examination,  all  inferences  of 
this  nature  are  obviously  excluded,  and  the  opportunity  of  contra- 
dicting him  by  the  production  of  the  document  in  opposition  to  his 
statement  on  oath,  cannot  occur. 

These  observations  apply  even  although  the  writing  containing  the 
contradiction  be  in  the  possession  of  the  party  who  cross-examines ; 
but  it  may  frequently  happen  that  the  document  may  have  been 
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lost,  but  that  proof  of  the  loss,  and  of  the  contents  of  the  document, 
are  in  the  power  of  the  party  cross-examining.  In  such  a  case,  if 
the  rule  were  strictly  adhered  to,  a  dilemma  would  occur,  the  effect 
of  which  might  be  to  exclude  the  contradicting  evidence.  The  ad- 
verse party  would  not  be  able  to  go  *into  evidence  of  the  r*904-i 
contradictory  document  before  he  had,  upon  cross-examina- 
tion, given  an  opportunity  of  explanation  to  the  witness,  and  he 
could  not,  according  to  the  rule,  examine  as  to  the  contents  of  the 
writing  before  he  had  proved  the  contents.  At  all  events,  he  would 
labor  under  a  difficulty  in  securing  the  attendance  of  an  adverse  wit- 
ness until  such  time  as  he  had  established  the  necessary  proof.^ 

'  It  has  been  suggested,  that  for  the  purpose  of  warranting  the  cross-examina- 
tion of  a  witness  as  to  the  contents  of  a  writing  which  has  in  fact  been  destroyed, 
or  is  in  the  hands  of  the  other  party,  it  is  fit  that  the  party  proposing  to  cross- 
examine  should  be  allowed  to  interpose  evidence  out  of  his  turn  to  prove  the 
fact  of  destruction  or  its  being  in  such  hands ;  or,  that  if  any  inconvenience 
should  result  from  pursuing  this  course,  the  court  should,  in  the  exercise  of  its 
discretion,  either  admit  the  witnesses  statement  in  the  first  instance,  or  defer  the 
cross-examination  until  the  adversary  shall  have  entered  on  his  case.  With  re- 
spect to  the  second  alternative,  it  may  be  observed,  that  to  allow  a  party  to  enter 
upon  secondary  evidence,  as  it  were  de  bene  esse,  and  subject  to  be  established 
or  defeated  by  the  subsequent  proof  or  failure  of  proof,  wouki  be  going  farther 
than  any  existing  precedent  seems  to  warrant,  and  the  party  might  reasonably 
object  to  admitting  secondary  evidence,  which  may  in  the  result  turn  out  to 
have  been  wholly  inadmissible,  nay,  which  perhaps  his  opponent  might  render 
inadmissible,  if  it  served  his  purpose,  by  afterwards  omitting  to  support  it  by 
legal  evidence.  Although,  in  Graham  v.  Dyster,  2  Stark.  G.  (3  £.  0.  L.  R  )  21 , 
Sideways  v.  Dysan,  Ibid.  49,  Lord  Ellenborough  ruled,  that  a  defendant,  having 
given  the  plaintiff  notice  to  produce  writings  in  his  possession,  cannot  cross- 
examine  the  plaintiff's  witnesses  as  to  their  contents ;  yet,  in  the  latter  case,  he 
observed,  that  though  in  strictness  the  evidence  could  not  be  anticipated,  it  was 
rigorous  to  insist  upon  the  rule,  and  a  close  adherence  to  it  might  be  productive 
of  inconvenience.  And,  in  CalverU  Administrator^ -7 »  Flower,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  £. 
C.  L.  R.)  386,  the  defendant,  in  the  course  of  cross-examining  the  plaintiff's 
witness,  called  for  the  intestate's  ledger  under  a  notice  toproduce ;  Lord  Den- 
man,  0.  J.,  said,  that  if  it  was  not  produced,  the  defendant's  counsel  might 
cross-examine  as  to  its  contents.  In  Attorney' General  v.  Bond,  9  G.  &  P.  (38  £. 
C.«L.  R.)  189,  the  defendant's  counsel,  in  order  to  cross-examine  a  witness  for 
the  Crown,  called  a  witness  on  his  subpoena  to  produce  an  affidavit.  And,  in 
Jieg  V.  Shellard,  9  C.  &  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  277,  in  order  to  cross-examine  a  wit- 
ness for  the  prosecution  as  to  what  he  said  before  the  magistrates,  the  defendant 
called  the  officer  of  the  court  to  prove  that  the  depositions  had  been  mislaid,  and 
the  magistrate's  clerk  to  show  that  they  had  been  taken,  and  to  prove  a  copy. 
In  the  two  latter  cases  it  is  obvious  that  it  is  essential  for  the  simple  purpose  of 
cross-examining  the  witness ;  and  then  it  would  appear  that  it  may  undoubtedly 
be  done,  the  evidence  interposed  being  evidence  for  the  court  and  not  for  the 
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r*2251  *Such  a  cross-examination  would  also  frequently  afford  a 
test  of  credit  where  the  writing  could  not  be  produced,  or 
its  loss  proved ;  for  if  the  witness  has  in  fact  made  statements  in 
writing  which,  if  produced,  would  impeach  his  credit,  and  either  out 
of  regard  to  his  oath,  or  for  fear  of  consequences,  is  induced  to  ad- 
mit the  fact,  his  answer,  subject  to  the  explanation  which  he  may  be 
able  to  give,  must  produce  the  same  effect. 

The  objections  on  the  score  of  policy  are,  on  the  contrary,  of  a 
limited  nature,  it  being  admitted  on  all  hands  that  the  answers 
given  cannot  be  received  as  any  evidence  of  the  writing  itself  for  the 
purposes  of  the  cause.  It  is  possible  that  the  witness  having  written 
what  was  true,  may  not  recollect  what  he  had  written,  or,  to  go  to 
the  greatest  extent,  may,  even  mistakingly,  and  from  defect  of 
memory,  admit  (even  contrary  to  the  truth)  that  he  has  given  a  de- 
scription of  the  transaction  inconsistent  with  his  present  testimony  ; 
but  even  this  would  operate  as  a  test  to  try  his  memory,  and  the 
result  would  show  that  his  recollection  was  imperfect :  a  considera- 
tion of  the  highest  importance  where  the  witness  is  called  to  detail 
conversations  or  the  contents  of  a  written  document ;  a  task  to 
which  few  memories  are  adequate  under  ordinary  circumstances. 

And  instanced  may  be  cited  where  evidence  is  admitted  for  one 
purpose  and  object  to  which  it  is  applicable,  although  with  reference 
to  other  purposes  and  objects  to  which  the  evidence  relates  it  is  in- 
r'*'2261  ^^°^^^^^^^^  ^^^  wholly  ^inoperative.  Thus,  in  the  ordinary 
case  where  a  witness  is  cross-examined  as  to  oral  declara- 
tions made  by  him  and  connected  with  the  cause,  evidence  is  con- 
stantly offered  to  prove  those  declarations,  where  he  denies  them, 
not  with  a  view  to  prove  the  truth  of  a  declaration,  but  in  order  to 
impeach  his  credit.  If,  for  instance,  in  an  action  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered,  a  witness  called  to  prove  the  delivery  of  the  goods  were 
to  deny  that  he  said  to  A.  B.  that  the  defendant  in  fact  never  had 
the  goods,  it  would  be  competent  to  the  defendant  to  call  A,  B,  to 
prove  that  the  witness  did  in  fact  make  that  declaration,  not  with  a 
view  to  affect  the  plaintiff  by  making  the  declaration  evidence  of  non- 
delivery (for  it  is  no  evidence  of  the  fact),  but  to  impeach  the  credit 
of  the  witness. 

Here  the  question  is  allowed  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  the 

jury  ;  but  where,  as  in  the  two  first  cases  cited  above,  the  object  is  to  establish 
independent  proof,  it  may  be  questioned  whether  the  proper  course  is  not  to 
postpone  the  cross-examination  on  this  point,  or  to  force  the  party  to  call  the 
witness  as  his  own. 
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testimony  of  the  witness,  although  it  involves  a  fact  of  which  the 
answer  would  be  no  evidence.  If  so,  then,  if  the  very  same  state- 
ment were  in  writing,  why  might  not  the  question  also  be  allowable 
for  the  very  same  limited  purpose,  that  is,  to  impeach  the  witness's 
credit,  although  to  establish  the  truth  of  the  written  statement,  viz., 
that  the  goods  had  not  been  delivered,  it  would  afford  no  evidence 
whatsoever. 

Again,  upon  the  ordinary  examination  of  a  witness  on  the  voire 
dire,  with  a  view  to  show  that  he  is  wholly  incompetent,  he  might 
have  been  examined  as  to  the  contents  of  a  written  document  not  pro- 
duced ;  and  the  reason  is  that  it  is  not  probable  that  the  writing 
which  created  his  incompetency  would  be  in  possession  or  within  the 
knowledge  of  the  adversary :  a  reason  which  would  frequently  apply 
in  full  force  in  the  present  instance.* 

*To  the  objection  that  to  allow  such  a  cross-examination  r^oQTi 
would  be  to  deviate  from  the  rule  that  the  best  evidence 
ought  to  be  adduced  that  the  case  admits  of,  it  may  be  answered 
that  the  principle  of  the  rule  is  applicable  only  to  evidence  oiTered 
to  prove  a  material  fact,  and  is  inapplicable  where  the  object  is 
merely  to  try  the  credit  or  ability  of  the  witness.  The  objection 
that  otherwise  only  part  of  a  document  might  be  proved,  seems  to 
admit  of  the  same  answer.  Besides,  if  the  witness  did  recollect  what 
he  had  written,  he  would  be  entitled  to  state  the  whole,  or  at  least 
80  much  as  was  material ;  and  if  he  denied  having  written  to  the 
effect  stated,  he  could  not  be  contradicted  without  producing  the 
document  and  reading  the  whole. 

It  has,  however,  very  recently  been  held  by  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  that  a  witness  cannot  on  cross-examination  be  asked  whether 
he  did  not  write  an  answer  to  a  letter  which  charged  him  with  an 
offence,  unless  that  letter  is  produced  or  its  absence  satisfactorily 
accounted  for,  although  the  sole  object  be  to  discredit  the  witness.' 
In  an  earlier  case,  also,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  has  said  that  a 
party  has  no  right  to  cross  examine  a  witness  on  the  contents  of  an 
affidavit  made  by  him,  without  putting  the  original,  or  an  examined 

*  It  is  true,  that  if  the  witness,  upon  examination  on  the  voire  dire^  has  the 
instrument  with  him,  it  must  be  produced ;  for  the  reason  for  dispensing  with 
its  actaal  production,  viz.,  the  difficulty  of  procuring  it,  has  ceased :  Butler  y. 
Carver,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  £.  C.  L.  R.)  433.  But  where  a  witness  is  cross-examined 
in  relation  to  a  writing  to  try  his  credit,  the  reason^  for  permitting  such  cross- 
examination  do  not  cease,  although  the  party  cross-examining  be  in  possession 
of  that  instrument 

'  Macdanndl  v.  Evans,  21  L.  J.,  C.  P.  141. 
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or  admitted  copy  of  it,  into  his  hands  ;*  and,  of  course,  where  an 
r*29ftl  ^ffi^*^'^  *is  produced  with  a  view  to  cross-examine  the  wit- 
ness who  made  it,  and  it  appears  to  be  the  joint  affidavit  of 
the  witness  and  another,  and  to  relate  to  other  persons  besides  the 
party  adducing  it,  he  can  use  so  much  of  it  only  as  relates  to  himself 
and  was  made  by  the  witness.** 

A  party  having  produced  a  document  in  cross-examination,  is  not 
bound  to  read  it  before  he  comes  to  his  own  case,  although  he  has 
shown  it  to  the  witness  and  cross-examined  him  upon  it  ;^  and  if  a 
party  on  cross-examination  obtains  proof  of  a  document,  the  adversary, 
it  has  been  said,  has  no  right  to  see  the  paper  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
examining the  witness  as  to  the  paper  being  in  the  handwriting  of 
the  party  whose  handwriting  is  sworn  to.^  If  the  cross-examining 
counsel  merely  produce  a  paper  and  ask  the  witness  whether  it  is  in 
his  handwriting,  that  does  not  entitle  the  other  side  to  see  it,  but  if 
he  proceed  to  found  any  question  on  the  document,  the  opposite 
counsel  has  a  right  to  see  it  ;^  and  if,  upon  a  writing  being  put  into 
the  witness's  hand  for  the  purpose  of  cross-examination,  the  cross- 
examination  wholly  fails,  the  adverse  counsel  is  not  entitled  to  look 
at  the  paper.^     And  it  has  been  held,  that  where  a  witness  has  been 

«  Bastard  v.  Smith,  10  Ad.  &  E.  (37  E.  C.  L.  R.)  213,  in  which  case  the  origi- 
nal was  produced,  and  the  expense  of  carrying  it  down  was  allowed  by  the 
court,  on  the  ground,  it  would  seem,  that  Tindal,  G.  J.,  had  held  that  the  origi- 
nal must  be  produced.  But  in  Highfield  v.  Peake,  M.  k  M.  (22  £.  C.  L.  R.) 
109,  which  was  an  issue  out  of  Chancery,  an  examined  office-copy,  and  in  Davits 
V.  DavieSf  9  Car.  &  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  252,  an  office  copy,  admitted  to  be  a  copy 
under  a  judge^s  order,  of  an  affidavit  made  by  a  witness  in  the  cause,  were  al- 
lowed to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  cross-examination  and  contradiction.  So  an 
examined  copy  of  an  answer  of  the  witness  in  Chancery  was  allowed  to  be  used 
in  Ewer  y.  Ambrose,  4  B.  &  C.  (10  E.  C.  L.  R.)  25. 

w  Attorney- General  v.  Bond,  9  C.  &  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  189. 

^  Holland  v.  Reeves,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  36,  cor.  Alderson,  B. 

»  By  Bosanquet,  J.,  in  Bussell  v.  Bider,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  416.  But 
it  is  extremely  difficult  to  understand  upon  what  ground  this  can  be  sustained, 
and  Holland  v.  Beeves,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  £.  C.  L.  R.)  36,  is  opposed  to  it.  In  Col- 
lier y.  Kokes,  2  Car.  &  K.  (61  £.  C.  L.  R.)  1012,  it  was  said  that  Parke,  B.,  had 
ruli  i  in  the  same  way  as  Bosanquet,  J. ;  and  Wilde,  G.  J.,  in  deference  to  that 
opinion,  acquiesced  in  the  same  course,  but  expressed  his  own  opinion  that  the 
opposite  counsel  had  the  right  to  see  the  document.  If  the  proof  failed,  he  cer- 
tainly would  haye  no  right  to  see  the  paper,  and  perhaps  it  was  confounded  with 
that  case. 

J  Cope  V.  Thames  Haven  Dock  Company,  2  C.  &  K.  (61  E.  C.  L.  R.)  757. 

^  B.  v.  Duncombe,  8  C.  &  P.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  369. 
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examined  as  to    entries  in  a  *book,  the  adversary  cannot    r*29Qi 
cross-examine  as  to  other  entries  which  have  not  been  used, 
without  putting  them  in  as  his  evidence.^ 

With  respect  to  the  cross-examination  of  witnesses  in  criminal 
cases,  as  to  matters  occurring  before  the  magistrates,  the  following 
rules  of  practice  have  been  laid  down  by  the  judges"^  since  the  passing 
of  the  Prisoners'  Counsel  Bill : — 

1.  That  where  a  witness  for  the  Grown  has  made  a  deposition 
before  a  magistrate,  he  cannot,  upon  his  cross-examination  by  the 
prisoner's  counsel,  be  asked  whether  he  did  or  did  not  in  his  depo- 
sition make  such  or  such  a  statement,  until  the  deposition  itself  has 
been  read,  in  order  to  manifest  whether  such  statement  is  or  is  not 
contained  therein,  and  that  such  deposition  must  be  read  as  part  of 
the  evidence  of  the  cross-examining  counsel. 

2.  That  after  such  deposition  has  been  read,  the  prisoner's  counsel 
may  proceed  in  his  cross-examination  of  the  witness  as  to  any  sup- 
posed contradiction  or  variance  between  the  testimony  of  the  witness 
in  court,  and  his  former  deposition,  after  which  the  counsel  for  the 
prosecution  may  re-examine  the  witness,  and,  after  the  prisoner's 
counsel  has  addressed  the  jury,  will  be  entitled  to  the  reply,  and  in 
case  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  comments  upon  any  supposed  vari- 
ance or  contradiction  without  having  read  the  deposition,  the  court 
may  direct  it  to  be  read,  and  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  will  be 
entitled  to  reply  upon  it. 

8.  That  the  witness  cannot  in  cross-examination  be  compelled  to 
answer  whether  he  did  or  did  not  make  such  a  '^'statement  r^KOQoi 
before  the  magistrate  until  after  his  deposition  has  been  read, 
and  it  appears  that  it  contains  no  mention  of  such  statement.  In 
that  event  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  may  proceed  with  his  cross- 
examination,  and  if  the  witness  admits  such  a  statement  to  have  been 
made,  he  may  comment  upon  such  omission,  or  u;  on  the  effect  of  it 
upon  the  other  part  of  his  testimony ;  or  if  the  witness  denies  that 
he  made  such  a  statement,  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  may  then,  if 
such  statement  be  material  to  the  matter  in  issue,  call  witnesses  to 

>  By  Gumey,  B.,  Oreg<yry  v.  Tavemm^  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  280.  But, 
MemhUj  he  might  use  them  to  refresh  the  memory  of  the  witness ;  a  writing  may 
(as  has  been  seen)  be  used  for  this  purpose  without  making  it  evidence. 

^  These  rules  have' been  laid  down  by  the  judges  for  the  regulation  of  counsel, 
.bat  it  is  discretionary  with  the  judge  whether  he  will  put  questions  to  the  wit- 
ness as  to  any  discrepancy  between  the  statement  of  the  witness  on  the  trial  and 
that  contained  in  his  depositions,  without  having  it  first  read  :  Rex  v.  Edwards^ 
8  C.  &  P.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  26. 
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prove  that  he  had  made  such  statement.  But  in  either  event  the 
reading  of  the  deposition  is  the  prisoner's  evidence,  and  the  counsel 
for  the  prosecution  will  be  entitled  to  reply. 

The  witness  therefore  cannot,  on  cross-examination,  be  asked  any 
question  as  to  his  statement  before  the  magistrates  without  putting 
in  his  deposition ;  and  indeed,  in  cross-examining  a  witness  as  to  any 
other  statement  he  may  have  made,  it  has  been  ruled  that  the  ques- 
tions put  to  him  should  expressly  exclude  the  occasion  of  his  exami- 
nation before  the  magistrates  or  coroner."  If,  however,  from  any 
accident,  the  deposition  of  the  witness  'has  not  been  duly  taken  or 
returned,  this  rule  of  course  ceases  to  apply:®  but  the  mere  cir- 
cumstance of  the  magistrate  having  omitted  to  set  forth  the  cross- 
r*2^11  ^^^^^^^^^0^  before  *him  will  not  exclude  the  operation  of 
the  rule ;  the  deposition  should  be  read  to  evidence  the  fact 
of  the  statement  alluded  to  not  being  contained  in  it.^ 

A  witness  may  be  re-examined  by  the  party  who  called  him,  upon 
all  the  topics  on  which  he  has  been  cross-examined  :^  this  gives  an 

"  Per  Patteson,  J.,  in  Rex  v.  Holden,  8  C.  &  P.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  609 ;  and 
Hex  Y.  Shellard,  9  0.  &  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  280;  but  Rolfe,  B.,  has  difisented 
from  this  ruling :  Harrises  case^  Liy.  Sum.  Ass.  1845,  Roscoe's  Grim.  £t.,  3d  ed. 
237. 

<>  Bex  V.  GrijffUhs,  9  0.  &  P.  (38  £.  G.  L.  R.)  746.  And  where  minutes  of  the 
examination  of  the  witnesses  before  the  magistrates  were  made,  and  then  a  clerk 
by  himself  proceeded  to  put  them  in  form,  and  in  doing  so  put  questions  to  the 
witnesses,  the  answers  to  which  he  embodied  in  the  depositions,  it  was  held  by 
the  Gourt  of  Griminal  Appeal  that  a  witness  might  be  asked  whether  he  did  not 
make  a  particular  statement  to  the  clerk,  without  putting  in  his  deposition, 
though  that  statement  was  inserted  in  his  deposition,  which  was  afterwards 
read  over  to  him,  after  he  had  been  re-sworn,  in  the  presence  of  the  magistrate 
and  the  prisoner,  who  had  full  power  to  cross-examine  him :  Reg,  v.  Christo- 
pher, 2  G.  &  K.  (61  E.  G.  L.  R.)  994. 

»  Rex  V.  Taylor,  8  G.  &  P.  (34  E.  G.  L.  R.)  726.  The  absence  of  such  state- 
ment in  the  deposition  will  not,  however,  preclude  the  prisoner  from  asking  the 
question :  Reg,  v.  Curtis,  2  Gar.  &  K.  (61  E.  G.  L.  R.)  763. 

^  In  the  cases  mentioned,  ante,  p.  194,  where  a  witness,  whose  name  is  on  the 
back  of  the  indictment,  not  having  been  called  for  the  prosecution,  may  be 
called  by  the  judge  and  cross-examined  by  the  prisoner,  the  counsel  for  the 
prosecution  cannot  examine  him  on  any  point  which  did  not  arise  on  the  cross- 
examination,  and  perhaps  cannot  examine  him  at  all ;  R,  v.  Bezley,  4  G.  &  P. 
(19  E.  G.  L.  R.)  220;  R,  v.  HarrU,  7  G.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  581.  This  is  a 
reason  why  the  power,  there  alluded  to,  should  be  very  rarely  exercised  by  the 
judge ;  and  why  the  rule,  said  to  be  laid  down  by  the  judges,  that  the  prisoner 
should  call  such  a  witness  as  his  own,  {^Reg,  v.  Woodhead,  2  Gar.  &  K.  (61  £. 
G.  L.  R. )  520,)  should  be  adhered  to.  It  has,  however,  been  held  that  the  judge 
may  direct  the  witness's  deposition  to  be  read  for  the  purpose  of  contradicting 
his  statement  at  the  trial :  Oldroyd's  case,  Russ.  &  Ry.  88. 
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opportunity  of  explaining  any  new  facts  which  have  come  out  upon 
cross-examination ;'  but  as  the  object  of  re-examiuing  a  witness  is  to 
explain  the  facts  stated  by  the  witness  upon  cross-examination,  the 
re-examination  is  of  course  to  be  confined  to  the  subject-matter  of 
cross-examination.^ 

Where  the  witness  has  been  cross-examined  as  to  declarations 
made  by  him,  a  counsel  has  a  right,  on  re-examination,  to  ask  all 
questions  which  may  be  proper  to  draw  forth  an  explanation  of  the 
sense  and  meaning  of  the  exprCvSsions  used  by  the  witness  on  cross- 
examination,  if  they  be  in  themselves  doubtful,  and  also  of  the 
motive  by  which  the  witness  was  induced  to  use  those  expressions ; 
but  he  has  no  right  to  go  farther,  and  to  introduce  matter  new  in 
itself,  and  not  suited  to  the  purpose  of  explaining  either  the  expres- 
sions or  the  motives' of  the  witness.' 

*It  was  formerly  held  that  where  a  witness  has  been  cross- 
examined  as  to  a  conversation  with  the  adverse  party  in  the   ^        -' 

'  The  Queen's  case,  2  B.  &  B.  (6  £.  C.  L.  R.)  297.  Thus,  upon  an  issue  whether 
a  cargo  which  had  been  loaded  on  deck  was  improperly  loaded,  the  plaintiff  *8  wit- 
nesses, called  to  prove  that  loading  part  of  the  cargo  on  deck  was  dangerous , 
stated  in  cross-examination  that  it  was  usual  on  spring  and  fall  voyages  for  ships 
in  the  particular  trade  to  carry  deck  cargoes.  On  re-examination,  they  were  asked 
whether  deck  cargoes  shipped  on  fall  voyages  were  at  the  risk  of  the  ship-owner 
or  the  merchant;  an  objection  to  this  question  was  held  to  have  been  properly 
overruled:  Gould  and  others. y.  Oliver,  2  M.  &  G.  (40  E.  C.  L.  R.)  208.  So 
where,  on  the  trial  of  A.  for  discharging  loaded  arms  at  B,,  B,  was  cross-exam- 
ined, with  a  view  to  discredit  his  evidence,  as  to  whether  he  had  not  used  violent 
language  towards  his  father ;  having  admitted  it,  he  was  allowed  to  be  asked  on 
re-examination  how  his  father  had  acted  towards  him  before  he  used  that  lan- 
guage :  R.  V.  Si.  George,  9  C.  &  P.  (38  £.  C.  L.  R.)  483.  And  on  the  trial  of 
an  action  for  a  libel,  imputing  fraud  to  the  plaintiff  in  betting  against  his  own 
horse  and  then  withdrawing  him,  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff  having  stated  on 
cross-examination  that,  by  the  rules  of  the  Jockey  Club,  the  owner  of  a  horse 
might  bet  against  his  own  horse  and  then  withdraw  him,  the  witness  was  allowed 
to  be  asked  on  re-examination  whether  he  did  not  consider  such  conduct  to  be 
dishonorable :  Greville  v.  Lamb,  5  Q.  B.  (48  E.  C.  L.  R.)  731.  Thus,  even  if  the 
facts  elicited  on  cross-examination  are  not  strictly  evidence,  but  are  of  a  nature 
to  prejudice  the  plaintiff,  he  may  re-examine  upon  them,  unless  the  defendant 
applies  to  strike  them  out:  Blewett  v.  TVegoning,  3  Ad.  &  £.  (30  E.  G.  L.  R.) 
554. 

>  A  witness  may  be  re-examined  by  the  party  calling  him  even  after  a  cross- 
examination,  as  weir  for  the  introduction  of  matter  new  in  itself  as  for  the 
purpose  of  explaining  the  expressions  or  the  motives  of  the  witness,  when 
tbe  omission  to  examine  as  to  such  new  matter,  when  first  called,  arose  from 
inadvertence  or  other  canse  to  be  approved  by  the  court:  Clarke  y.  Voree,  18 
Wend.  193.  G. 
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suit,  whether  criminal  or  civil,  the  counsel  for  that  party  has  a  right 
to  lay  before  the  court  the  whole  which  was  said  by  his  client  in  the 
same  conversation ;  not  only  so  much  as  may  explain  or  qualify  the 
matter  introduced  by  the  previous  examination,  but  even  matter  not 
properly  connected  with  the  part  introduced  upon  the  previous  ex- 
amination, provided  only  that  it  relate  to  the  subject-matter  of  the 
suit;  because  it  would  not  be  just  to  take  part  of  a  conversation  as 
evidence  against  a  party,  without  giving  him  at  the  same  time  the 
benefit  of  the  entire  residue  of  what  he  said  on  the  same  occasion.'  ^ 
But  in  the  Queens  case  eleven  of  the  judges  were  of  opinion  that  the 
conversation  of  a  witness  with  a  third  person  stood  upon  a  different 
footing,  and  was  distinguishable  from  the  case  of  *a  conver- 
^  ^  sation  with  a  party,  on  the  following  grounds,  viz. :  **  The 
conversation  of  a  witness  with  a  third  person  is  not  in  itself  evidence 
in  the  suit  against  any  party  in  the  suit.  It  becomes  evidence  only 
as  it  may  affect  the  character  and  credit  of  the  witness,  which  may 
be  affected  by  his  antecedent  declarations,  and  by  the  motive  under 
which  he  made  them ;  but  when  once  all  which  had  constituted  the 
motive  and  inducement,  and  all  which  may  show  the  meaning  of  the 
words  and  declarations,  has  been  laid  before  the  court,  the  court  be- 
comes possessed  of  all  which  can  affect  the  character  or  credit  of  the 
witness,  and  all  beyond  this  is  irrelevant  and  incompetent."' 

■  QueeyCs  case,  2  B.  &  B.  (6  E.  C.  L.  R.)  298. 

*  Upon  these  grounds,  eight  of  the  judges  (Best,  J.,  dissentiente)  were  of  opin- 
ion that  if,  on  the  trial  of  an  action  or  indictment,  a  witness  examined  on  be- 
half of  the  plaintiff  or  prosecutor,  upon  cross-examination  by  the  defendant's 
counsel,  states,  that  at  a  time  specified  he  told  A,  that  he  was  one  of  the  wit- 
nesses to  be  examined  against  the  defendant,  and  being  re-examined  by  the 
plaintiff^s  or  prosecutor^s  counsel,  states  what  induced  him  to  mention  this  to 
A, J  the  plaintiff  or  prosecutor^s  counsel  cannot  further  re-examine  the  witness 
as  to  such  conversation,  even  so  far  only  as  it  relates  to  his  being  one  of  the 
witnesses. 

Abbott,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  judges,  observed :  "  T)he  ques- 
tion, as  proposed  by  the  House,  contains  these  words  ;  *  and  being  re-examined, 
had  stated  what  induced  him  to  mention  to  A.  what  he  had  so  told  him  ;*  by 

^  Where  a  witness  is  introduced  by  a  party  and  is  interrogated  as  to  a  particu- 
lar fact  and  the  opposite  party  on  cross-examination  asks  him  generally  if  he 
ever  communicated  that  fact  to  any  one  and  to  whom,  and  he  answers  that  he 
communicated  it  to  the  party  calling  him,  this  does  not  entitle  the  party  calling 
him,  to  pursue  the  inquiry  as  to  his  own  reply,  and  other  conversation  with  the 
witness  at  the  time  of  the  communication.  Otherwise,  if  the  witness  be  asked 
on  cross-examination  specifically  whether  he  made  the  communication  to  the  party 
calling  him :   Winckell  v.  Latham,  6  Cow.  682.  Q. 
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♦In  the  late  case  of  Prince  v.  Samcl^  the  Court  of  Queen's  r*0Q4-i 
Bench,  after  much  deliberation,  overruled  this  distinction, 
and  laid  down  a  rule,  founded  in  good  policy,  that  whether  the  wit- 
ness be  cross-examined  as  to  a  conversation  with  a  party  to  the  suit 
or  with  a  third  person,  the  re-examination  must,  in  the  former  case, 
as  well  as  the  latter,  be  confined  to  matters  connected  with  the  evi- 
dence given  on  cross-examination,  as  tending  to  show  its  true  nature 
and  bearing.  The  action  in  that  case  was  for  a  malicious  arrest  for 
money  alleged  by  the  plaintiff  to  have  been  given  to  him.  The 
plaintiff  called  as  a  witness  his  attorney,  who  having  been  present 
when  the  plaintiff  was  examined  as  a  witness  on  an  indictment  for 
perjury,  stated,  on  cross-examination,  that  the  plaintiff  on  the  trial 

which  I  understand  that  the  witness  had  fully  explained  his  whole  motive  and 
inducement  to  inform  A,  that  he  was  to  be  one  of  the  witnesses  :  and  so  under- 
standing the  matter,  and  there  being  no  ambiguity  in  the  wordsj  *  I  am  to  be  one 
of  the  witnesses,'  I  think  there  is  no  distinction  between  the  previous  and  subse- 
quent parts  of  the  conversation,  and  I  think  myself  bound  to  answer  your  Lord- 
ships' question  in  the  negative." 

His  Lordship  then  gave  the  reasons  of  the  eight  judges  for  distinguishing  be- 
tween a  conversation  between  the  witness  and  a  party,  and  one  between  the  wit. 
nese  and  a  third  person,  to  the  effect  above  stated. 

Best,  J.,  was  of  opinion  that  the  rule  which  was  acknowledged  to  have  been 
settled  as  to  conversations  of  a  party  to  the  suit,  applied  with  equal  reason  and 
force  to  the  statements  and  conversations  of  a  witness ;  and  held,  that  if  one 
part  of  the  conversation  of  a  witness  has  been  drawn  from  him  by  cross-ex- 
amination, with  a  view  of  disparaging  his  testimony,  the  whole  of  what  passed 
in  that  conversation  ought  to  be  admitted  on  re-examination  ;  and  this  is  justly 
doe  to  the  character  of  the  witness,  who  is  entitled,  in  vindication  of  his 
character,  to  have  the  entire  conversation  fairly  and  fully  detailed  in  evidence  *, 
it  was  due  to  him  also,  as  a  security  against  proceedings  which  might  other- 
wise be  instituted  against  him  on  statements  partially  extracted  on  cross-exami- 
nation. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  and  Lord  Redesdale  also  differed  from  the  majority  of 
the  judges.  As  the  learned  judges  were  pleased  to  guard  their  opinion  by  stat- 
ing that  they  understood  the  question  not  to  assume  that  the  witness  had  fully 
explained  his  whole  motive  and  inducement  to  inform  A,,  the  decision  in  the 
porticnlar  instance  thus  presented  to  them  does  not  go  the  length  of  excluding 
the  ootemporaneous  statement  made  by  the  witness  where  it  would  be  the  best 
exposition  of  his  real  motives.  And  where  a  witness  was  asked,  on  cross-exami- 
nation, as  to  part  of  a  conversation  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  relative 
to  the  subject-matter  of  the  action,  of  which  conversation  the  plaintiff  had  in- 
formed the  witness ;  it  was  held,  that  on  re-examination  he  might  properly  be 
asked  to  relate  the  whole  of  that  conversation :  Olynn  v.  Houston^  2  M.  &  G. 
(40  E.  C.  L.  R.)  337. 

•  7  A.  &  E.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  627. 
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of  the  indictment  admitted  that  he  had  repeatedly  been  insolvent 
and  remanded  bj  the  court.  It  was  proposed,  on  re-examination,  to 
inquire  whether  the  plaintiff  had  not  also  upon  the  same  occasion 
stated  the  circumstances  out  of  which  the  arrest  had  arisen,  and 
what  that  statement  was.  Lord  Denman,  on  the  objection  being 
r*2351  ^^^^^>  rejected  the  evidence,  *on  the  ground  "that  the  wit- 
ness might  be  asked  as  to  every  thing  said  by  the  plaintiff 
on  the  trial  of  the  indictment  that  could  in  any  way  qualify  or  ex- 
plain the  statement  to  which  he  had  been  cross-examined,  but  that 
he  had  no  right  to  add  any  independent  history  of  transactions 
wholly  unconnected  with  it."  On  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  the  court 
held  that  the  same  rule  which  applied  to  statements  made  by  a  wit- 
ness applied  also  to  those  made  by  a  party;  and,  after  observing 
that  the  opinion  of  Lord  Tenterden  was  extrajudicial,  and  not  in 
terms  adopted  by  Lord  Eldon  and  the  judges,  who  concurred  in  the 
answer  to  the  proposed  question,  and  was  expressly  denied  by  Lords 
Bedesdale  and  Wynford,  added :  "  In  our  opinion  the  reason  of  the 
thing  would  rather  go  to  exclude  the  statements  of  a  party  making 
declarations  which  cannot  be  disinterested.  Nothing  would  be  more 
easy  than  to  find  or  imagine  examples  of  the  extreme  injustice  that 
might  result  from  allowing  such  statements  to  be  received  ;  but  none 
can  be  stronger  than  the  actual  case.  Because  the  plaintiff  was 
shown  to  have  said  that  he  was  insolvent,  he  would  have  been  al- 
lowed, without  any  reference  to  his  own  insolvency,  to  prove  by  his 
discourse  at  the  same  period  every  averment  in  his  declaration,  with 
every  circumstance  likely  to  excite  prejudice  and  odium  against  the 
defendant ;  and  if  this  were  evidence,  the  jury  would  be  bound  to 
consider  and  give  full  effect  to  it,  and  thus  award  large  damages  for 
an  injury  of  which  no  particle  jpf  proof  could  be  given  excepting  the 
plaintiff's  own  assertion."^ 

r*2S61        ^'^  contrary  rule  would  be  supported  by  a  specious,  but 

in  this  and  in  several  other  instances  a  fallacious,  principle  ; 

for  whilst  it  may,  at  first  view,  seem  to   be  conducive  to  enlarged 

views  of  policy  and  convenience  to  admit  the  whole  of  a  particular 

^  In  Sturge  v.  Bttchanan,  10  Ad.  &  £.  (37  E.  C.  L.  R.)  598,  a  defendant  pro- 
duced, under  a  notice  flo  to  do,  a  book  containing  copies  of  letters  written  by 
him  to  his  partners,  and  some  of  these  having  been  read  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  defendant  claimed  a  right  to  read  to  the  jury  other  letters  upon  the 
same  subject  copied  in  the  same  book,  but  not  referred  to  in  those  read  by  the 
plaintiff:  it  was,  however,  held,  that  he  had  no  right  to  do  this  *,  and  the  case  of 
Prince  v.  Safno  was  cited  and  confirmed  by  the  court.  And  see  Whitfidd  y. 
Aland,  2  Car.  &  K.  (61  E.  C.  L.  R.)  1015. 
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conversation  where  part  of  it  is  given  in  evidence,  and  so  to  afford 
to  the  jury  the  most  ample  means  for  attaining  to  the  truth,  yet 
here  the  reverse  is  true ;  for  were  this  to  be  allowed,  parties  appre- 
hensive of  the  unjust  consequences  so  forcibly  represented  in  the 
foregoing  judgment,  would  frequently  be  deterred  from  giving  any 
such  admission  or  statement  by  the  adversary  in  evidence ;  and  thus 
the  means  of  information  afforded  to  the  jury  would  be  narrowed 
rather  than  enlarged  by  the  more  extensive  rule. 

Where  a  witness,  on  cross-examination,  varies  from  the  statement 
made  on  his  examination  in  chief,  the  party  calling  him  (it  has  been 
held)  may,  on  re-examination,  inquire  into  facts  to  show  that  the  wit- 
ness had  been  induced  to  betray  that  party.^ 

It  has  already  been  seen  that  a  witness  cannot  obtrude  evidence  on 
cross-examination  which  he  could  not  have  given  in  chief;  but  if 
counsel  voluntarily  cross-examine  as  to  inadmissible  matter,  the  ad- 
verse counsel  is  entitled  to  re-examine  upon  it.* 

It  seems  that  the  court  will,  after  a  case  is  closed,  allow  a  witness 
to  be  called  back,  or  receive  fresh  evidence,  to  get  rid  of  objections 
which  are  beside  the  justice  of  the  case,  and  little  more  than  mere 
form,  but  not  to  get  rid  of  *any  difficulty  on  the  merits,  r^oyil 
Where  the  question  was  as  to  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt 
on  a  bill  of  which  the  bankrupt  was  the  drawer,  and  no  proof  of  any 
default  by  the  acceptor  had  been  shown,  the  court  allowed  a  witness 
to  be  called,  after  the  case  had  been  closed,  to  prove  the  dishonor  and 
notice  to  the  bankrupt.^ 

*  Dunn  V.  Aslett,  2  M.  &  Rob.  122,  ante,  p.  168.  But  where  a  witness  for 
the  plaintiff,  not  varying  from  his  exasnination  in  chief,  stated,  on  cross-examina- 
tion by  the  defendant,  important  facts  for  the  latter,  by  whom  also  he  had  been 
subpoenaed,  the  plaintiff  was  not  allowed,  on  re-examination,  to  ask  him  whether 
he  had  not  given  a  different  account  to  the  plaintiffs  attorney :  Winter  v.  Butt, 
2  M.  &  Rob.  357 ;  and  see  post,  as  to  the  right  of  a  party  to  discredit  his  own 
witness. 

«  BleweU  v.  Tregoning,  3  Ad.  k  E.  (30  E.  C.  L.  R.)  554 ;  5  Nev.  &  M.  (36  E. 
C.  L.  R.)  308.    And  see  GrevtOe  v.  Lamb,  5  Q.  3.  (48  E.  C.  L.  R.)  731. 

y  Giles  V.  PoweU,  2  Car.  &  P.  (12  E.  C.  L.  R.)  259 ;  s.  p.,  Walls  v.  Atcheson, 
Ibid.  268 ;  and  see  2  Phil.  Evid.  409,  9th  edit. ;  Brovm  v.  Giles,  1  C.  &  P.  (12 
B.  C.  L.  R.)  118 ;  8.  p.,  R,  V.  WaUon,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  653.  But 
where  the  question  was,  which  of  two  sisters  had  taken  the  plaintiff's  house, 
and  his  witness,  on  his  examination  in  chief,  had  said  it  was  E,  P.,  but  the 
defendant's  witnesses  gave  evidence  that  it  was  his  sister,  Park,  J.,  would  not 
allow  the  first  witness  to  be  recalled,  in  order,  now  that  he  had  seen  E,  D.  in 
court,  that  he  might  speak  more  confidently  as  to  her  identity,  observing  that  if 
he  did  so  he  must  allow  all  the  plaintiff's  witnesses  to  be  examined  over  again : 
Boey.  Day,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  705. 
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IV.   The  mode  of  rebutting  the  testimony  of  witnesses. 

The  credit  of  a  witness  may  be  impeached  either  by  cross-exami- 
nation, subject  to  the  rules  already  mentioned,  or  by  general  evi- 
dence aflFecting  his  credit,  or  by  evidence  that  he  has  before  done  or 
said  that  which  is  inconsistent  with  his  evidence  on  the  trial ;  or, 
lastly,  by  contrary  evidence  as  to  the  facts  themselves.^ 

It  is  perfectly  well  settled  that  the  credit  of  a  witness  can  be  im- 
peached by  general  evidence  only,  and  not  by  evidence  as  to  par- 
ticular facts  not  relevant  to  the  issue;*  for  this  would  cause  the  in- 
quiry, which  ought  to  be  simple  and  confined  to  the  matters  in  issue, 
to  branch  out  into  an  indefinite  number  of  issues.  The  characters, 
not  only  of  the  witness  in  the  principal  cause,  but  of  every  one  of 
the  impeaching  collateral  witnesses,  might  be  impeached  by  separate 
charges,  and  loaded  with  such  an  accumulated  burthen  of  collateral 
proof,  that  the  administration  of  justice  would  become  impracticable. 
Besides  this,  no  man  could  come  prepared  to  defend  himself  against 
r^coQQ-i  charges  '''which  might  thus  be  brought  against  him,  without 
previous  notice:  and  though  every  man  may  be  supposed  to 
be  capable  of  defending  his  general  character,  he  cannot  be  prepared 
to  defend  himself  against  particular  charges  of  which  he  has  had  no 
previous  notice.^  Questions  put  to  a  witness  himself  upon  cross- 
examination  are  not,  it  may  be  observed,  open  to  this  objection,  since 
his  answer  is  conclusive  as  to  all  collateral  matters.  The  proper 
question  to  be  put  to  a  witness  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  the 
general  character  of  another  witnesd  is,  whether  he  could  believe 
f  him  upon  his  oath  ?     When  general  evidence  of  this  nature  has  been 

*  See  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Character. 

^  R.  V.  Watson,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  151 ;  32  How.  St.  Tr.  458 ;  Gur- 
ney^s  report  of  same  case,  vol.  ii.  p.  288 ;  Layer^$  case,  16  How.  St.  Tr.  285 ; 
Rookwood's  case,  13  How.  St.  Tr^  210 ;  B.  N.  P.  269  ;  see  also  Sharp  v.  Scoging, 
Holt's  C.  541 ;  De  la  Matte's  case,  21  How.  St.  Tr.  81 1 ;  Mawson  ▼.  Hartsink,  4 
Esp.  G.  102. 

^  A  party  who  has  cross-examined  a  witness  may  impeach  him  unless  he  has 
introduced  new  matter  in  the  cross-examination :  People  y.  Moore,  15  Wend.  419. 
If  a  party  cross-examining  a  witness  draws  out  facts  material  to  the  issue,  other 
than  those  elicited  by  the  party  calling  him,  which  are  not  satisfactory,  he  may 
contradict  or  discredit  them,  by  any  legal  proof:  Lewis  v.  Hodgdon,  5  Shep. 
267. 
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given  to  impeach  the  credit  of  a  witness,  the  opposite  party  may 
cross-examine  as  to  the  grounds  upon  which  that  belief  is  founded/' 

*  Mawaon  v.  Hartsink^  4  Esp.  102;  Sharp  v.  Scoging,  Holt  541.  Where  a 
party  states  that  he  would  not  believe  a  witness  on  his  oath,  it  is  no  objection 
that  he  has  never  heard  him  examined  on  his  oath,  if  he  have,  from  previous 
knowledge  of  his  character,  reasonable  ground  of  belief  that  his  word  cannot  be 
trusted  on  oath :  B,  v.  Bispham,  4  C.  <Sb  P.  (19  £.  0.  L.  R.)  392. 

^  "  A  witness  called  to  impeach  or  support  the  general  character  (reputation) 
of  another,"  says  Judge  Swift,  *'  is  not  to  speak  of  his  private  opinion  or  of  par- 
ticular facts  in  his  own  knowledge ;  but  he  must  speak  of  the  common  reputa- 
tion among  his  neighbors  and  acquaintances.  The  only  proper  questions  to  be 
put  to  him,  are — whether  he  knows  the  general  character  (reputation)  of  the 
witness  intended  to  be  impeached,  in  point  of  truth,  among  his  neighbors ;  and 
what  that  character  (reputation)  is?  Whether  good  or  bad ?  The  witness  may 
be  inquired  of  as  to  the  means  and  opportunity  he  has  of  knowing  the  character 
(reputation)  of  the  witness  impeached ;  as  how  long  he  has  known  him  ;  how  near 
he  lives  to  him ;  and  whether  his  character  has  been  a  subject  of  general  con- 
versation ;  but  his  testimony  must  be  founded  on  the  common  repute  and  un- 
derstanding of  his  aoquaintance  as  to  truth,  and  not  as  to  honesty,  &c.  :*'  Swift^s 
Evidence  143.  See  Kimmel  v.  Kimmel^  3  S.  &  R.  336 ;  Wike  v.  Idghtner,  US. 
&  R.  198.  The  credit  of  a  witness  may  be  impeached  by  showing  that  he  was 
intoxicated  at  the  time  the  transaction  happened  about  which  he  testifies :  Tattle 
V.  Bussellj  2  Day  201 ;  Swift's  Evid.  144.  It  has  been  decided  in  North  Caro- 
lina [Tennessee]  and  Kentucky,  that  a  party  may  impeach  the  general  moral 
character  of  his  adversary's  witness,  and  is  not  confined  to  the  question  of  his 
reputation  for  veracity :  State  v.  Stallings  eial.,  2  Hayw.  300 ;  Hume  v.  Scott^  3 
Marsh.  261 ;  Gilliam  v.  State,  1  Head.  38  ;  Henderson  v.  Hayne,  2  Mete.  (Ky.) 
342.  But  the  adverse  party  may  afterwards  inquire  respecting  the  reputation 
of  the  witness  in  point  of  veracity  :  Noel  v.  Dickey,  3  Bibb  258.  In  Massachu- 
setts, the  credit  of  a  female  witness  may  be  impeached,  by  showing  that  she  is 
a  common  prostitute :  Comm,  v.  Murphy,  14  Mass.  387 ;  aliter  in  New  York ; 
Jackson  V.  Lewis,  13  Johns.  504.  M. 

But  the  decision  in  Commonwealth  v.  Murphy,  if  not  overruled,  seems  to  be 
confined  in  its  application  to  the  case  in  which  a  common  prostitute  is  offered 
as  a  witness ;  for  where  upon  a  complaint  under  statute  1785,  c.  66,  {  2,  for  the 
maintenance  of  a  bastard  child,  it  was  ruled,  that  evidence  that  the  general  char- 
acter of  the  complainant  for  cha8tity,  previous  to  her  connection  with  the  respond- 
ent was  bad,  and  that  she  had  previously  had  frequ^t  criminal  intercourse  with 
other  persons,  was  not  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  her  credit 
aa  a  witness :  Comm,  v.  Mooi'e,  3  Pick.  194.  But  in  such  a  suit  the  woman 
herself  may  be  asked  on  the  cross-examination  whether  she  had  had  criminal 
connection  with  any  other  man,  about  the  time  she  charged  the  child  to  have 
been  begotten,  as  such  a  question  would  be  material  and  relevant  to  the  issue, 
for,  if  answered  in  the  affirmative,  it  would  prove  a  fact  rendering  it  impossible 
for  her  to  have  determined  who  was  the  father  of  the  child ;  and  she  could  not 
refuse  to  answer,  on  the  ground  that  she  would  thereby  criminate  herself,  having 
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In  the  next  place,  the  witness  may  be  contradicted  by  others  who 
represent  the  fact  differently,  or  by  proof  that  he  has  said  or  written 

waived  her  privilege  by  voluntarily  testifying  to  matters  necessarily  criminating 
herself  upon  her  examination>in-chief :  Swift's  Law  of  Evid.  80.  I. 

Evidence  of  character  is  admissible  to  discredit  a  witness,  but  it  must  go  to 
his  general  character  and  not  to  specific  facts :  Wilke  v.  Lightner,  11  S.  (!b  R. 
198 ;  Kimmd  v.  Kimmel,  3  S.  &  R.  336 ;  State  v.  Parks,  3  Ired.  296 ;  Ramsey 
v.  Johnson,  ,Z  Penna.  293;  Chess  v.  Chess,  1  Penna.  32;  Barton  v.  Mor- 
phes,  2  Dev.  520 ;  Walker  v.  State,  6  Blackf.  1 ;  Rixey  v.  Bayee,  4  Leigh  330 ; 
Frye  v.  Bank,  11  111.  367 ;  HoiU  v.  Moulton,  1  Fost.  586 ;  Gilbert  v.  Sheldon,  13 
Barb.  623 ;  Nugent  v.  State,  18  Ala.  521 ;  Wilson  v.  State,  16  Ind.  392 ;  Boon  v. 
Weathered,  23  Tex.  675 ;  Orabiree  v.  Kile,  21  111.  180.  That  the  evidence  must 
go  to  the  character  of  the  witness  for  truth  and  veracity,  and  not  to  general 
character,  see  Jackson  v.  Letois,  13  Johns.  504 ;  Gilchrist  v.  McKee,  4  Watts 
380 ;  State  v.  Howard,  9  N.  H.  485 ;  Wilds  v.  Blanchard,  7  Vt.  141 ;  Comm.  v. 
Moore,  3  Pick.  194;  Bakeman  v.  Rose,  14  Wend.  105;  U.  S.  v.  Vansickle,  2 
McLean  219;  Phillips  v.  Kingfidd,  1  App.  375;  Staie  v.  Bruce,  11  Shep.  71 ; 
Spears  v.  Forrest,  15  Vt.  435 ;  Bakeman  v.  Rose,  18  Wend.  146 ;  State  v.  O'Neale^ 
4  Ired.  88 ;  Crane  v.  Thayer,  18  Vt.  162 ;  SorreUe  v.  Craig,  9  Ala.  534 ;  Comm. 
v.  Churchill,  11  Mete.  538 ;  Ford  v.  Ford,  7  Humph.  92;  contra,  Hume  v.  Scott,  3 
A.  K.  Marsh.  260;  Tuckett  v.  May,  3  Dana  79 ;  Johnson  v.  People,  3  Hill  178 ; 
Staie  V.  Boswdl,  2  Dev.  209 ;  Day  v.  StcOe,  13  Mo.  422.  The  first  question  to  a 
witness  called  to  impeach  the  character  of  another  must  be  confined  to  his  repu- 
tation for  truth :  Teese  v.  Huntingdon,  23  How.  (U.  S.)  2 ;  State  v.  Sater,  8  Clarke 
420 ;  Boyle's  Exr's  v.  Kritzer,  10  Wright  465 ;  Rathbum  v.  Ross,  46  Barb.  127 ; 
Ayres  v.  Duprey,  27  Tex.  593 ;  Sharp  v.  State,  16  Ohio  St.  218 ;  Kilbum  v. 
Mullen,  22  Iowa  498 ;  George  v.  State,  39  Miss.  570;  Bdl  v.  Renner,  16  Ohio  St 
45 ;  Comm,  v.  Billings,  97  Mass.  405 ;  Comm,  v.  LawUr,  12  Allen  585 ;  Bullard 
V.  Lambert,  40  Ala.  204 ;  Zj^an  v.  Philadelphia,  6  P.  F.  Smith  488 ;  Knight  v. 
JETotMc,  29  Md.  194 ;  StaU  v.  Cherry,  63  N.  G.  493 ;  Taylor  v.  Comm.,  3  Bush  508 ; 
Simmons  v.  Holster,  13  Minn.  249 ;  Taylor  v.  Clendening,  4  Kans.  524 ;  ^ficood 
V.  Impson,  20  N.  J.  (Eq.)  150;  King  v.  i^ucAman,  Ibid.  316;  Harris  v.  /S^fa^e, 
30  Ind.  131 ;  Chance  v.  Indianapolis  Road  Co,,  32  Ind.  472 ;  Wetherbee  v.  Harris, 
103  Mass.  5fi5;  Clackner  v.  iSto/e,  33  Ind.  412.  As  to  want  of  character  for 
chastity  of  a  female  witness,  see  Boles  v.  State,  46  Ala.  204 ;  Ford  v.  Jones,  62 
Barb.  484.  The  party  against  whom  a  witness  has  testified  may  show  his  bias :  Ba^ 
dorffY,  Farmers^  Bank,  1 1  P.  F.  Smith  179.  It  is  not  essential  that  the  impeaching 
witness  should  say  that  he  would  not  believe  the  other  on  his  oath  :  People  v. 
l\/ler,  35  Gal.  553.  A  stranger  sent  by  a  party  to  the  neighborhood  of  a  witness) 
to  learn  his  character,  will  not  be  permitted  to  testify  as  to  the  result  of  his  in- 
quiries :  Reid  v.  Reid,  2  Green  101.  As  to  how  the  credit  of  a  witness  may  be 
supported,  see  Hawser  v.  Comm,,  1  P.  F.  Smith  332 ;  People  v.  Saehett,  14  Mich. 
320;  StaU  v.  Parish,  22  Iowa  284  ;  Queener  v.  Morrow,  1  Cald.  123.  When  a 
witness  swears  to  the  general  bad  character  of  another  witness,  he  may  be  asked 
upon  cross-examination  to  name  the  individuals  whom  he  heard  speak  dis- 
paragingly of  the  witness  and  what  was  said :  State  v.  Perkins,  66  N.  0.  126. 

But  evidence  of  the  general  good  character  of  a  witness  is  inadmissible  when 
his  general  character  has  not  been  impeached,  although  an  attempt  has  been 
made  to  prove  facts  inconsistent  with  his  testimony,  and  to  show  that  he  had 
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tbat  which  is  inconsistent  with  his  present  testimony ;  for  this  pur- 
pose a  letter  may  be  read  in  which  he  has  given  a  different  account 
of  the  matter.* 

'  De  Sailly  v.  Morgan^  2  Esp.  C.  691.  The  action  was  by  a  schoolmaster,  for 
the  board  and  education  of  the  defendant's  sons :  the  defence  was,  his  neglect 
of  the  scholars,  &c.  A  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  the  ashor  of  the  school,  swore 
that  the  treatment  of  the  scholars  was  proper  \  and,  to  contradict  him,  a  letter 
written  by  him  to  a  former  scholar,  containing  immoral  matter,  was  read  in  evi- 
dence. So  n  prisoner  [ante^  pp.  229,  230)  or  a  prosecutor,  in  a  criminal  case, 
may  contradict  a  witness  by  means  of  his  deposition  before  the  magistrate: 
Oldroyd's  ea9e^  R.  k  R.  G.  0.  88,  see  anit^  p.  231,  and^o^^,  Vol.  II.  tit.  Deposi.- 
TiONs.  The  courts  of  Scotland  exclude  such  evidence,  upon  the  principle  that 
the  witness  ought  to  deliver  his  testimony  unfettered  by  previous  declarations : 
Hume's  Com.  on  Crim.  Law  of  Scotland,  vol.  ii.  p.  367 ;  Burnet's  Treatise,  p. 
467.  The  policy  of  this  rule  is,  to  say  the  least,  questionable ;  if  it  relieve  a 
well-disposed  witness  from  embarrassment  in  stating  the  truth,  it  also  relieves 
a  fraudulent  one  from  the  difficulty  of  explaining  a  statement  made  at  a  time 

been  privy  to  a  fraud :  Rogers  v.  Moore,  10  Conn.  13  \  Prait  v.  Andrews,  4  Oomst. 
493 ;  Braddee  v.  Brownfield,  9  Watts  124 ;  Starks  v.  People,  5  Denio  106 ;  People 
V.  Gay,  3  Seld.  378 ;  Webster  v.  May,  9  Harris  274 ;  Venion  v.  ISicker,  30  Md. 
456.  If  a  question  put  to  a  witness  is  an  imputation  on  his  character,  and  is 
calculated  to  degrade  him  before  the  jury,  evidence  as  to  his  character  is  ad- 
missible by  the  other  party :  Stixte  v.  Cherry,  63  N.  G.  493 ;  Clark  v.  Bond, 
29  Ind.  555  -,  except  when  he  is  a  stranger :  Mesnam  v.  Railroad,  20  Conn. 
354.  See  Williamson  v.  Ped,  29  Iowa  458  j  Weir  v.  McGee,  25  Tex.  (Suppl.) 
20.  And  except  when  the  witness  and  person  injured  in  an  indictment  for 
an  attempt  to  commit  a  rape  was  deaf  and  dumb :  SicUe  v.  De  Wolf,  8  Conn. 
93 ',  so  generally  in  a  case  of  rape :  Tumey  v.  State,  8  S.  &  M.  104.  An  attempt 
to  impeach  a  witness,  although  unsuccessful,  warrants  the  introduction  of  evi- 
dence to  support  his  character :  Comm,  v.  Ingraham,  7  Gray  46.  Mere  contra- 
diction among  witnesses  examined  in  court  supplies  no  ground  for  admitting 
evidence  of  general  character:  Pruitt  v.  Cox,  21  Ind.  15.  Proof  that  a  witnesjsi 
had  made  material  false  statements  which  are  relied  on  as  proving  him  unworthy 
of  credit,  will  not  authorize  the  party  calling  him  to  introduce  evidence  of  his 
general  reputation  for  truth :  Broum  v.  Mooers,  6  Gray  451 .  When  a  witness  is 
impeached  only  by  proof  of  contradictory  statements,  or  by  counter  proof  of 
particular  facts,  it  cannot  be  supported  by  evidence  of  good  character :  Frost  v. 
McCargan,  29  Barb.  617;  Chapman  v.  CooUy,  12  Rich.  (Law)  654;  Vance  v. 
Vance,  2  Mete.  (Ky.)  581 ;  contra,  Burrell  v.  State,  18  Tex.  713.  A  party  has 
a  right  to  impeach  the  general  character  of  a  witness  for  his  adversary,  though 
the  testimony  which  such  witness  has  given  related  solely  to  the  general  char- 
acter of  another  witness :  Starks  v.  People,  5  Denio  106 ;  State  v.  Cherry,  63  N. 
C.  493 ;  State  v.  Moore,  25  Iowa  128.  Upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  rape, 
the  character  of  the  prosecutrix  may  be  impeached  by  general  evidence  of  her 
reputation,  but  not  by  evidence  of  particular  acts  of  unchastity :  State  v.  White^ 
35  Mo.  500.  Character  for  care,  skill,  truth,  &o,,  though  growing  out  of  the 
•pecial  acts  of  a  party,  cannot  be  established  by  proof  of  such  acts,  but  by  evi- 
dence of  general  reputation :  Frazier  v.  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Co,  2  Wright  104. 
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It  is  a  general  rule,  that  "whenever  the  credit  of  a  witness  is  to  be 
impeached  bj  proof  of  anything  that  he  has  said,  or  declared,  or 
done  in  relation  to  the  cause,  he  is  first  to  be  asked,  upon  cross- 
examination,  whether  he  has  said  or  declared,  or  done  that  which  is 
P^ooQ-i  intended  to  be  proved.  *For  in  every  such  case  there  are 
two  questions :  first,  whether  the  witness  ever  did  the  act  or 
used  the  expressions  alleged ;  secondly,  whether  his  having  done  so 
impeaches  his  credit,  or  is  capable  of  explanation/  It  would  be 
manifestly  unjust  to  receive  the  testimony  of  tho  adversary's 
r'*'2401  '''^'^^^^^  ^^  prove  the  fact,  without  also  admitting  the  party's 
witness  to  deny  it ;  and  assuming  the  act  to  have  been  done, 
or  expression  used,  it  would  also  be  unjust  to  deny  to  the  party,  or 
the  witness  who  admits  the  act  or  expression,  the  best,  or,  it  may  be, 
the  only  means  of  explanation/^ 

when  he  was  under  no  temptation  to  deceive,  and  thereby  excludes  a  consider- 
able test  of  credit.  An  honest  witness  will  disclose  the  truth  in  spite  of  any 
prior  declaration  ;  a  dishonest  one  would  certainly  be  encouraged  by  the  exclu- 
sion. It  seems  to  be  the  wiser  policy  not  to  yield  a  test  of  truth,  at  a  certain 
sacrifice,  for  the  sake  of  an  advantage  so  doubtful. 

*  The  Queen'a  Case,  2  B.  <Sb  B.  (6  £.  C.  L.  R.)  300.  The  following  questions 
were  proposed  by  the  House  of  Lords  to  the  judges :  '*  If  a  witness  in  support  of 
a  prosecution  has  been  examined  in  chief,  and  has  not  been  asked  in  cross-ex- 
amination as  to  any  declaration  made  by  him,  or  as  to  acts  done  by  him,  to  pro- 
cure persons  cqrruptly  to  give  evidence  in  support  of  the  prosecution,  would  it 
be  competent  to  the  party  accused  to  examine  witnesses  in  his  defence,  for  the 
purpose  of  proving  such  declarations  or  acts,  without  first  calling  back  the 
witnesses  to  be  examined  or  cross-examined  as  to  the  fact  whether  he  ever  made 
such  declarations  or  did  such  acts?^'  Again :  *^  If  a  witness,  called  on  the  part 
of  a  plaintiff  or  prosecutor,  gives  evidence  against  the  defendant,  and  if,  after 
cross-examination,  they  discover  that  the  witness  so  examined  has  corrupted  or 
endeavored  to  corrupt  another  person  to  give  false  testimony  in  such  cause, 
whether  the  defendant's  counsel  may  not  be  permitted  to  give  evidence  of  such 
corrupt  act  of  the  witness,  without  calling  him  back?*'  The  judges  held,  that 
the  proposed  proof  could  not,  in  either  case,  be  adduced,  without  a  previous 
cross-examination  of  the  witness  as  to  the  subject  matter. 

'  It  is  upon  this  principle  that  statements  by  a  deceased  attesting  witness  to  a 
document  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  upon  proof  of  his  signature.  Thus,  in 
Stobert  v.  Dryden,  1  M.  &  W.  615,  it  was  held  that  evidence  of  declarations  by 
a  deceased  attesting  witness,  whose  signature  was  proved,  that  he  had  forged 
or  fraudulently  altered  the  instrument,  was  inadmissible. 

'  In  general,  a  witness  cannot  be  impeached  by  proving  that  at  other  times  he 
made  contradictory  statements,  unless  he  has  been  interrogated  as  to  such  state- 
ments :  McKinna/  v.  Neil,  1  McLean  540 ;  Eversan  v.  Carpenter,  17  Wend.  419 ; 
Franklin  Bank  v.  Steum  Navigation  Co.,  11  Gill  &  Johns.  28 ;  Able  v.  Shields , 
7  Mo.  120 ;  Doe  v.  Reagan,  5  Blackf.  217 ;  StaU  v.  Marter,  2  Ala.  43  ;  Weaver 
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If  the  witness  admit  the  words,  declaration,  or  act,  proof  on  the 
Other  side  becomes  nnnecessarj,  and  an  opportunity  is  afforded  to 


V.  Traylor^  5  Ibid.  564 ;  Garrett  v.  State^  6  Mo.  1 ;  McAleer  v.  McMullen,  2  Barr 
32 ;  Weinsorpflin  v.  SiaU,  7  Blackf.  286 ;  Kay  t.  Fredrigal^  3  Barr  221 ;  Regnier 
▼.  Cahot,  2  Gilm.  34;  Downei^  v.  Dana,  19  Vt.  338;  Palmer  v.  Haight,  2 
Barb.  210;  Howell  v.  Reynolds,  12  Ala.  128 ;  Clapp  v.  WiUon,  5  Denio  285  ; 
Williams  v.  Turner,  7  Ga.  318  ;  Johnson  v.  Kinsey,  Ibid.  428 ;  Moore  v.  Bettis, 
11  Humph.  67  ;  Clementine  v.  State,  14  Mo.  112 ;  King  v.  Wicks,  20  Ohio  87  ; 
Sprague  v.  Caldwell,  12  Barb.  516 ;  Carlisle  v.  Hunley,  15  Ala.  623  ;  Nelson  v. 
Iverson,  17  Ibid.  216 ;  Conrad  v.  Griffey,  16  How.  38 ;  Stewart  v.  Chadwick,  8 
Clarke  463  ;  56arr#  v.  Cop%,  10  N.  Y.  93 ;  FoZto?!  v.  National  Ass.  Co.,  20  N. 
T.  32 ;  State  v.  Pari*,  29  Mo.  391 ;  Keiehingman  v.  5fa^e,  6  Wise.  426 ;  WHght 
V.  Cumpsty,  5  Wright  102 ;  Owen  v.  Rynerson,  17  Ind.  620 ;  iS>co«  v.  King,  7 
Minn.  494.  A  witness  may  be  impeached  by  showing  that  he  has  made  contra- 
dictory statements,  although  his  denial  of  such  statements  is  not  positive,  but 
merely  that  he  does  not  remember  them  :  Nute  v.  Nute,  41  N.  H.  60 ;  Ray  v. 
Bdl,  24  111.  444;  Gregg  y,  Jamison,  5  P.  F..  Smith  468.  The  rule  does  not 
however  apply  when  the  evidence  to  impeach  the  witness  is  his  sworn  deposi- 
tion previously  taken  in  the  same  cause :  Williams  v.  Chapman,  7  Geo.  467.  It 
has  been  held  however  in  some  cases  not  to  be  matter  of  error  to  permit  such 
evidence,  but  to  rest  altogether  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court :  Hedge  v. 
Clapp,  22  Conn.  262 ;  Kay  v.  Fredrigal,  3  Barr  221. 

As  to  contradictory  statements  generally,  see  CamethY.  Bayley,  14  Allen  532; 
State  V.  Johnson,  12  Minn.  476  ;  Ellsworth  v.  Potter,  41  Vt.  685 ;  Hogan  v. 
Cregan,  6  Rob.  138 ;  Winslow  v.  Newlan,  45  111.  145  ;  Noonan  v.  Ilsley,  22  Wise. 
27  ;  Hicks  v.  Stone,  13  Minn.  434 ;  Robinson  v.  Petzer,  3  W.  Va.  335 ;  Patten  v. 
People,  18  Mich.  314 ;  Foot  v.  Hunkins,  98  Mass.  523 ;  Von  Glahn  v.  Von  Glahn, 
46  111.  134 ;  State  v.  Kingsbury,  58  Me.  238 :  Spaunhorst  v.  Link,  46  Mo.  197  ; 
Comm,  v.  Marrow,  3  Brewst.  402 ;  Ordway  v.  Haynee,  50  N.  Y.  159 ;  Warren  v. 
Haighi,  62  Barb.  490 ;  Ayres  v.  Dupr^,  27  Tex.  593 ;  Melan  v.  State,  24  Ark. 
346  ;  Knowles  v.  People,  15  Mich.  408 ;  Paxton  v.  Dye,  26  Ind.  393  ;  McCabe  v. 
Brayton,  38  N.  Y.  196. 

That  a  proper  foundation  must  be  laid  for  such  evidence  by  first  calling  the 
attention  of  the  witness  to  the  intended  contradiction,  see  Bradford  v.  Barday, 
39  Ala.  33 ;  Higgins  v.  Carlton,  28  Md.  115 ;  Callanan  v.  Shaw,  24  Iowa  441 ; 
State  V.  Hoyt,  13  Minn.  132  ;  Matthis  v.  State,  33  Ga.  24 ;  Williams  v.  Rawlins, 
Ibid.  117;  StaU  v.  CoUins,  32  Iowa  36;  Gibbs  v.  Linabury,  22  Mich.  479; 
Gilbert  v.  ^Sorye,  5  Lans.  287.  If  a  party  desires  to  cross-examine  a  witness  as 
to  former  statements  by  him  deposed  to,  he  must  firdt  read  the  witnesses  entire 
deposition  in  evidence,  otherwise  it  may  be  read  at  any  time:  Lighffoot  v. 
People,  16  Mich.  507.  A  witness's  deposition  is  original  evidence  for  the  party 
against  whom  he  is  sworn,  and  should  be  read  as  independent  testimony,  and 
need  not  be  called  to  his  attention,  unless  it  is  desired  to  cross-examine  him 
concerning  omissions  or  discrepancies :  lAghtfoot  v.  People,  16  Mich.  507.  That 
a  witness  impeached  by  contradictory  statements  out  of  court  cannot  be  corrobo- 
rated by  showing  other  consistent  statements,  see  U,  S.  v.  Holmes,  1  Cliff.  98  ; 
State  T.  Vincent,  24  Iowa  570 ;  Boyd  y.  First  Bank,  25  Ibid.  255 ;  Butler  v. 
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the  witness  of  giving  such  reasons,  explanations,  or  exculpations  of 
his  conduct,  if  any  there  be,  as  the  circumstances  may  furnish ;  and 
thus  the  whole  matter  is  brought  before  the  court  at  once,  which  is 
the  most  convenient  course." 

If  the  witness  deny  the  words,  declaration,  or  act  imputed  to  him, 
then,  if  it  be  not  a  matter  collateral  to  the  cause,  witnesses  may  be 
called  to  contradict  him.^  But  it  is  not  enough  to  ask  a  witness  (in 
order  to  found  a  contradiction)  the  general  question  whether  he  has 
ever  said  so  and  so ;  he  must  be  asked  as  to  the  time,  place,  and 
person  involved  in  the  supposed  contradiction,*  or  some  other  circum- 
stance^ sufficient  to  point  out  the  particular  occasion.  So,  if  the 
statement  imputed  to  the  witness  be  contained  in  any  writing,  it 
must  be  put  into  his  hand,  and  he  must  be  asked  if  it  is  in  his  hand- 
writing.J 

If  the  witness  neither  directly  admit  nor  deny  the  act  or  declara* 
tion,  as  where  he  merely  says  that  he  does  not  recollect,  or,  as  it 
seems,  gives  any  other  indirect  answer  not  amounting  to  an  admis- 
r*2411  ^^^^'  ^^  ^^  competent  for  the  ^adversary  to  prove  the  affirma- 
tive, for  otherwise  the  witness  might  in  every  such  case  ex- 
clude evidence  of  what  he  had  done  or  said,  by  answering  that  he 
did  not  remember.^ 

>  By  the  judges,  in  the  Queen's  ccae,  2  B.  &  B.  (6  £.  C.  L.  R.)  313. 

^  2  B.  &  B.  (6  E.  C.  L.  R.)  313,  and  su^a.  Long  ▼.  Hitchcock,  9  C.  &  P.  (38 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  619. 

» Angus  v.  Smith,  Moo.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  473 ;  Andrews  t.  Askof,  8  C. 
&  P.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  7 ;  Crowlei/  v.  Page,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  B.  C.  L.  R.)  789. 

J  Crowley  v.  Page,  7  C.  &  P.  789. 

*  Crowley  v.  Page,  7  C.  &  P.  789,  cor.  Parke,  B.,  who  observed,  "If  the 
witness,  on  cross-examination,  admits  the  conversation  imputed  to  him,  there 
is  no  necessity  for  giving  further  evidence  of  it ;  but  if  he  says  he  does  not 
recollect,  that  is  not  an  admission,  and  you  may  give  evidence  on  the  other 
side  to  prove  that  the  witness  did  say  what  is  imputed,  always  supposing  the 

Truslow,  55  Barb.  293  ;  Comm,  v.  Carey,  2  Brewst.  404 ;  but  see  contra,  Dailey 
y.  State,  28  Ind.  285.  Where  plaintiff's  testimony  is  contradicted  by  defendant 
though  impeachment  may  be  disclaimed,  testimony  corroborative  of  the  plain- 
tiff  is  admissible :  McAleer  v.  Horsey,  35  Md.  439.  The  statement  of  a  witness 
put  in  writing  at  a  time  when  he  had  no  reason  to  misrepresent,  is  admissible  in 
rebuttal  of  evidence  introduced  to  impeach  him,  and  tending  to  show  that  he 
had  made  statements  inconsistent  with  his  testimony :  Stewart  v.  People,  23 
Mich.  63.  The  limit  to  which  a  witness  may  be  cross-examined  on  matters  not 
relevant  to  the  issue,  for  the  purpose  of  judging  of  his  character  and  credit  from 
his  own  voluntary  admissions,  rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court :  Wroe 
V.  State,  20  Ohio  St.  400. 
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If  the  witness  decline  to  answer  on  account  of  the  tendency  of  the 
question  to  criminate  him,  the  adverse  party  is  still  at  liberty  to  ad- 
duce the  same  proof.'  ^  And  the  possibility  that  the  witness  may  on 
that  ground  decline  to  answer  affords  no  sufficient  reason  for  not 
giving  him  the  opportunity  of  answering  with  a  view  to  explain  the 
circumstances  and  to  exculpate  himself."^  And  it  is  of  great  impor- 
tance that  this  opportunity  should  be  thus  afforded,  not  only  for  the 
reasons  thas  suggested,  but  because  such  explanation,  if  not  given  in 
the  first  instance,  may  be  rendered  impossible ;  for  a  witness  who 
has  been  examined,  and  has  no  reason  to  suppose  that  his  further  at- 
tendance is  requisite,  often  departs  the  court,  and  may  not  be  found 
or  brought  back  until  the  trial  is  at  an  end.^ 

If  indeed  the  witness's  moral  character  be  relevant  to  the  issue,  as 
in  an  action  for  seduction  where  the  seduced  person  is  examined, 
evidence  that  the  witness  has  used  expressions  inconsistent  with  such 
character  may  be  given,  without  first  asking  the  witness  whether  they 
have  *been  used.  But  if  the  expression  would  be  contra-  1-41949-1 
dictory  to  the  evidence  she  has  given  in  the  cause,  and  evi- 
dence of  them  is  tendered  simply  by  way  of  contradiction,  they 
cannot  be  proved  without  asking  the  witness  the  previous  question, 
although  they  are  in  themselves  relevant  to  the  issue.  Thus  where, 
in  an  action  for  seduction  of  the  plaintifi^s  daughter,  she  proved  that 
the  defendant  seduced  her  and  was  the  father  of  her  child,  and 
stated  that  she  did  not  know  A.  B.^  evidence  that  sbe  had  said  that 
A.  B.  was  her  seducer  and  the  father  it  was  held  could  not  be  given 
by  way  of  contradicting  her,  without  first  asking  her  whether  she 
had  said  so.® 

There  is   no  distinction  for  these  purposes  between  declarations 
made  by  the  witness,  and  acts  done  by  him  which  relate  to  th^  cause  ;^ 

statement  to  be  relevant  to  the  matter  at  issue.  This  has  always  been  my 
practice.  If  the  rule  were  not  so,  you  oould  never  contradict  a  witness  who  said 
he  could  not  remember."  Tindal,  L.  0.  J.,  is  stated  to  have  ruled  the  contrary 
in  an  earlier  case :  Pain  v.  Beesian,  1  M.  &  Rob.  20.  And  see  Lang  v.  Hitch- 
cock, 9  C.  &  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  619. 

>  The  Queen's  case,  2  B.  &  B.  (6  E.  C.  L.  R.)  314. 
«  Ibid. 

■  By  the  judges,  in  The  Queen's  case,  2  B.  &  B.  (6  E.  C.  L.  R.)  314. 
•  Carpenter  v.  fVdll,  11  A.  &  E.  (39  E.  C.  L.  R.)  803. 

>  The  Queen's  case,  2  B.  &  B.  (6  E.  C.  L.  R.)  311. 

^  A  witness  is  not  bound  to  answer  as  to  how  he  testified  on  a  former  trial, 
relative  to  the  matter  in  question,  if  he  objects  to  the  inquiry :  Mitchell  v.  Hin- 
many  8  Wend.  667.    See  McCahe  v.  Brayton,  38  N.  Y.  196. 
15 
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in  the  one  case  as  well  as  the  other,  an  opportunity  must  be  afforded 
the  witness  of  explaining  his  condact  before  evidence  is  adduced  to 
impeach  his  credit  by  proof  of  the  fact. 

If  the  adverse  counsel  has  omitted  to  lay  such  a  foundation  by  pre- 
viously interrogating  the  witness  on  the  subject  of  those  declarations, 
the  court  will  of  its  own  authority,  call  back  the  witness,  in  order 
that  the  requisite  previous  questions  may  be  put.^  And  even  al- 
though the  fact  to  be  adduced  in  order  to  impeach  the  witness's 
testimony  be  not  discovered  until  after  the  conclusion  of  the  cross- 
examination,  the  rule  still  holds ;  and  evidence  cannot  be  given  for 
the  purpose  of  thus  impeaching  his  testimony  without  previous  ex- 
amination of  the  witness,  even  although  the  witness  should  have 
departed  the  court,  itnd  cannot  be  brought  back  after  the  discovery 
has  been  made.' 

The  witness  having  been  asked  on  cross-examination,  if  he  has  not 

P^o4o-|   used  particular  expressions,  in  order  to  lay  *a  foundation 

for  contradicting  him ;  upon  his  denial,  the  witness  called  to 

prove  that  he  did  use  them  may  be  asked  as  to  the  particular  words 

read  from  the  brief.* 

The  evidence  tendered  by  way  of  contradiction  must  be  legitimate 
evidence  of  the  facts  or  statement;  thus,  in  order  to  impeach  the 
credit  of  a  witness  for  a  defendant  upon  an  information  for  assault- 
ing revenue  officers,  by  proving  his  previous  testimony  on  an  infor- 
mation before  two  magistrates  against  the  same  defendant  for  having 
smuggled  goods  in  his  possession,  proof  of  the  conviction  containing 
the  testimony  of  the  witness  is  insufficient ;  it  is  necessary  to  prove  it 
by  the  testimony  of  those  who  heard  what  was  said.*  The  record  of 
conviction  is  conclusive  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  intended,  that 
is,  to  prove  the  condemnation ;  but  it  is  no  evidence  to  prove  the  tes- 
timony of  the  witnesses. 

After  proof  in  a  criminal  proceeding  that  the  prosecutor  has  em- 
ployed A.  B.J  an  agent,  to  procure  and  examine  witnesses  in  support 
of  the  charge,  it  is  not  competent  to  the  defendant  to  examine  a 
witness  to  prove  that  A.  B.y  who  is  not  examined  as  a  witness,  had 
offered  a  bribe  to  give  evidence  upon  the  trial,  or  to  bring  papers 
with  him  belonging  to  the  defendant ;  for  the  mere  employment  of  an 

4  By  the  judges,  in  The  Queen's  case,  2  B.  &  B.  (6  £.  C.  L.  R.)  314. 
'  The  Queen's  case,  2  B.  &  B.  (6  £.  G.  L.  R.)  312. 

■  Edmonds  v.  Walter,  3  Stark.  G.  (3  £.  G.  L.  R.)  S ;  8.  p.,  HaUelt  v.  Cotw^iw, 
2  M.  &  Rob.  238 ;  ante,  p.  171. 
*  R,  v.  Hovoe,  1  Gamp.  461,  cor,  Ld.  Ellenborough. 
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agent  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  and  examining  witnesses  is  in  itself 
an  innocent,  and  in  many  cases  a  necessary  act,  and  it  is  not  to  be 
presumed  that  the  prosecutor  directed  the  agent  to  use  any  unlawful 
means  for  the  purpose ;  neither  can  any  legitimate  inference  or  con- 
clusion be  drawn  from  this  fact  against  the  credit  and  veracity  of  the 
witnesses  who  are  examined ;  for  it  is  not  to  be  presumed,  in  the  absence 
of  all  proof,  that  they  were  either  parties  to  the  illegal  act  or  privy  to 
it,  or  to  any  act  of  the  like  nature.^ 

♦As  upon  an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy  it  is  competent 
to  the  prosecutor  to  prove,  in  the  first  instance,  the  existence  *-  -^ 
of  a  conspiracy,  by  general  evidence,  without  proving  participation  by 
the  defendant,^  so  it  is  competent  to  a  defendant  on  a  criminal  charge, 
first  to  prove  a  conspiracy  to  suborn  witnesses  for  the  destruction  of 
his  defence,  and  afterwards  to  affect  the  prosecutor  by  proof  of  his 
participation,^  provided  proof  of  such  a  conspiracy  would  afford  a 
legitimate  ground  of  defence.' 

A  party  cannot  discredit  the  testimony  of  his  own  witness,  by  gen- 
eral evidence  of  incompetency ;  for  it  would  be  unfair  that  he  should 
have  the  benefit  of  the  testimony  if  favorable,  and  be  able  to  reject  it 
if  the  contrary.^  ^ 

Where,  however,  a  party  is  under  the  necessity  of  calling  a  witness 
for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  the  formal  proof  which  the  law  re- 
quires, he  is  not  precluded  from  calling  other  witnesses  who  give  con- 
tradictory testimony."  And  even  where  a  witness  by  surprise  gives 
evidence  against  the  party  who  called  him,  that  party  will  not  be 

■  By  the  judges,  in  The  Queen' 8  case,  2  B.  &  B.  (6  B.  C.  L.  R.)  302. 

^  Vol.  IL,  tit.  Conspiracy  ;  2  B.  &  B.  (6  E.  C.  L.  R.)  303. 

^  The  Queen's  case,  2  B.  &  B.  (6  E.  C.  L.  R.)  303,  309. 

'  2  B.  &  B.  (6  E.  G.  L.  R.)  311.  Qucere,  In  what  cases  proof  of  a  crime  com- 
mitted by  a  prosecutor  in  so  conspiring  can  afford  any  legal  defence  to  a  defend- 
ant? 

y  Per  BuUer,  J.,  B.  N.  P.  297 ;  see  also  Eastings'  trial,  2  Hawk.  c.  46,  s.  196, 
Curwood^s  edition :  nor  can  he  object  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence,  after  hay- 
ing allowed  it  to  be  given :  Webb  v.  Smith,  Ry.  &  M.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  106. 

'  As  in  the  remarkable  case  of  Mr,  Joliffe's  will.  See  tit.  Will  ;  and  see  Alex- 
ander Y,  Gibson,  2  Gamp.  556. 
,.j^, ... 

^  Dean  v.  Hamilton,  Tayl.  14 ;  Sawrey  v.  Murrell  et  cU,,  2  Hayw.  397,  ace. 
Where  one  witness  is  contradicted  by  another  who  is  called  by  the  same  party, 
the  first  cannot  be  called  to  disprove  what  the  second  has  testified :  Bapp  v.  Le 
Blane  et  al,y  1  Dall.  63.  In  North  Carolina,  it  has  been  held,  that  in  criminal 
proaecutions  the  Attorney -General  may  discredit  a  vritness  called  by  him  to  tes- 
tify on  the  part  of  the  State :  StaU  v.  Norris,  2  Hayw.  420.  M. 
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precluded  from  proving  his  case  by  other  witnesses ;  for  it  would  be 
contrary  to  justice  that  the  treachery  of  a  witness  should  exclude 
a  party  from  establishing  the  truth  by  aid  of  other  testimony.  And 
their  testimony,  which  would  have  been  admissible  had  they  been 
called  first,  cannot  in  principle  be  excluded  by  the  circumstance  of 
being  called  in  a  diflFerent  order.^  Accordingly,  where  a  plaintiff 
had  called  the  servant  of  the  defendant  to  prove  a  warranty  of  a 
horse,  upon  which  the  action  was  founded,  and  the  witness  denied 
that  he  warranted  the  horse,  the  plaintiff  was  allowed  to 
L  ^  *^J   "("prove  the  fact  by  means  of  other  witnesses.*'    A  witness 

*  Alexander  v.  Gibson,  2  Camp.  556 ;  and  see  Richardson  v.  Alien,  2  Stark.  0. 
(3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  334 ;  Ewer  v.  Ambrose,  3  B.  &  C.  (10  E.  C.  L.  R.)  746 ;  Fried- 
lander  v.  The  London  Assurance  Company,  4  B.  &  Ad.  (24  E.  0.  L.  R.)  193 ; 
Wright  v.  Beckett,  1  M.  <k  Rob.  429. 

^  A  party  cannot  impeach  the  character  of  his  own  witness  ;  but  he  may  prove 
by  others  that  the  account  given  by  him  is  incorrect :  Lawrence  v.  Barker,  5 
"Wend.  301 ;  Winston  v.  Moseley,  2  Stew.  137 ;  Farr  v.  Thompson,  Cheves  37 ; 
Stockton  V,  Demuth,  7  Watts  39  ;  Spencer  v.  White,  1  Ired.  236  ;  Brown  v.  Os- 
good, 25  Me.  505  ;  Shelton  v.  Hampton,  1  Ired.  216 ;  Bradford  y.  Bush,  10  Ala. 
386 ;  Wolfe  ▼.  Hanon,  1  Gill.  84 ;  Chamberlain  v.  Sands,  27  Me.  458 ;  Hunt  v. 
Fish,  4  Barb.  S.  C.  324 ;  People  v.  Safford,  5  Denio  112;  Keutgen  v.  Parks,  2 
Sanf.  S.  C.  60 ;  Thompson  v.  Rlanchard,  4  Comst.  303 ;  Hice  v.  Cox,  12  Ired. 
315 ;  Swamscot  Machine  Co.  v.  Walker,  2  Fo8t.457 ;  Hank  v.  Shier,  4  Rich.  233 ; 
Buckhdlter  v.  Edwards,  16  Ga.  593  ;  Hall  v.  Houghton,  37  Me.  411 ;  Scavy  y. 
Dearborn,  19  N.  H.  351 ;  Brown  v.  Wood,  19  Mo.  475}  BroUey  y.  Lapham,  13 
Gray  294;  Champ  v.  Comm.,  2  Met.  (Ky.)  17;  Comm,  y.  Lamberton,  2  Brews. 
565 ;  Rockwood  y.  Poundstone,  38  111.  199 ;  Thorn  v.  Moore,  21  Iowa  285.  A 
party  calling;  a  witness  is  not  precluded  from  proving  the  truth  of  any  particu- 
lar fact  by  any  other  competent  evidence  in  direct  contradiction  to  what  such 
witness  may  have  testified:  Norwood  y.  Kenjield,  30  Gal.  393;  Rockwood  y. 
Poundstone,  38  111.  199;  Thorn  v.  Moore,  21  Iowa  285;  People  v.  Shuhan,  49 
Barb.  217.  But  a  party  cannot  prove  inconsistent  statements  made  by  his  own  wit- 
ness, which  would  not  be  admissible  as  independent  eyidence,  and  can  have  no 
effect  but  to  impair  his  credit :  Adam^  y.  Wheeler,  97  Mass.  67 ;  Stearns  y.  Mer- 
chants^  Bank,  3  P.  F.  Smith  490.  A  witness  called  back,  after  being  dismissed 
by  the  party  who  subpoenaed  him,  becomes  the  witness  of  the  party  calling 
him  back — who  cannot  afterwards  impeach  him  :  Baker  y.  Bell,  46  Ala.  216. 

The  rule  that  a  party  cannot  discredit  his  own  witness  does  not  apply  to  those 
cases  where  the  party  is  under  the  necessity  of  calling  the  subscribing  witnesses 
to  an  instrument :  Dennett  y.  Dow,  5  Shep.  19 ;  Williams  v.  Walker,  2  Rich.  £q. 
291 ;  Shora/  v.  Hussey,  32  Me.  579. 

'  Jackson  v.  Varick,  7  Gow.  Rep.  239.  The  defendants  introduced  a  devisee 
to  prove  the  execution  of  a  bond  to  which  his  name  appeared  to  be  signed  as  a 
witness.  He  was  sworn  generally  as  a  witness  in  the  cause  and  denied  that  he 
had  ever  witnessed  the  bond.    The  plaintiff's  counsel  then  insisted  upon  cross- 
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called  by  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  against 
fire,  to  prove  the  sale  of  goods  to  the  plaintiff,  swore  on  his  examina- 
tion in  chief,  that  an  invoice  of  the  goods  in  his  handwriting,  was 
made  out  by  him  after  the  fire,  and  that  a  letter,  in  his  handwriting, 
was  in  fact  written  in  London,  at  the  plaintiff's  house,  and  by  his 
desire,  and  that  the  plaintiff's  son  and  shopman  liad  persuaded  him  to 
say  that  he  had  sent  the  goods.  Lord  Tenterden  refused  to  allow  the 
son  and  shopman  to  be  called  again  to  negative  the  statement,  but  the 
Court  of  K.  B.  granted  a  new  trial,  for 'the  evidence  was  offered  to 
prove  a  material  fact  relevant  to  the  issue,  and  it  was  held  that,  by 
such  evidence,  a  party  might  contradict  his  own  witness.^ 

Where  a  party  being  surprised  by  a  statement  of  his  own  witness, 
calls  other  witnesses  to  contradict  him  as  to  a  particular  fact,  the  whole 
of  the  testimony  of  the  contradicted  witness  is  not  therefore  to  be 
repudiated.  The  whole  is,  it  seems,  open  to  the  consideration  of  the 
jury.' 

Doubt  has  been  entertained  on  the  question  whether  it  be  compe- 
tent to  a  party  to  impeach  the  testimony  of  his  own  witness  as  to  a 
particular  fact,  by  proof  that  on  a  former  occasion  he  gave  a  different 
account,  and  so  to  contradict  him  by  his  own  statement.  The  resolu- 
tion of  this  doubt  depends,  as  it  seems,  on  the  consideration  whether 
in  the  abstract,  such  evidence  is  essential  to  justice,  and  if  so,  then 
whether  the  party  is  to  be  excluded  from  such  evidence,  either  by  rea- 
son of  any  objection  in  the  nature  of  an  estoppel,  or  of  any  collateral 
inconvenience  which  might  result.  As  a  general  proposition,  it  is  es- 
sential to  *justice  that,  in  a  case  where  the  testimony  of  two  r-^nAa-i 
witnesses  upon  a  question  of  fact  is  contradictory,  every  aid  ^  '■ 
should  be  afforded  to  enable  the  jury  to  decide  which  of  them  is  better 
entitled  to  credit.  And  there  can  be  no  doubt  that,  in  such  a  case, 
the  knowledge  that  one  of  those  witnesses  on  a  former  occasion  gave 
an  account  of  the  matter  inconsistent  with  his  present  testimony,  is  of 
importance  in  order  to  enable  them  to  form  a  correct  conclusion.  It 
is  admitted  on  all  hands  that  a  party  may,  by  such  means,  impeach 
the  credit  of  his  adversary's  witness ;  and  it  is  manifest  that  a  third 

^  Friedlander  y.  The  London  Assurance  Company^  4  B.  &  Ad.  (24  E.  G.  L.  R.) 
193. 
•  Bradley  y,  Ricardo,  8  Bing.  (21  B.  C.  L.  R.)  57. 

examining  him  in  support  of  the  right,  to  which  the  defendants  objected  on  the 
ground  of  his  interest  as  a  devisee,  but  it  was  held  that  having  introduced  him 
as  a  witness  they  could  not  question  either  his  competency  or  credibility.    I. 
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party,  vested  with  the  discretion  of  calling  what  witnesses  he  thought 
fit  for  the  ends  of  justice,  would,  in  the  exercise  of  that  discretion, 
submit  the  contradiction  to  the  jury.  It  has  indeed  been  decided,  in 
a  criminal  case,  that  it  is  competent  to  a  judge  to  do  this.  Upon  the 
trial  of  an  indictment  for  murder,^  the  judge,  in  his  discretion,  thought 
fit  to  call  as  a  witness  the  mother  of  the  prisoner,  whose  name  was  in- 
dorsed on  the  indictment,  but  who  had  not  been  called  by  the  counsel 
for  the  prosecution.  Her  evidence  tended  to  acquit  the  prisoner, 
and  the  judge,  with  a  view  to  impeach  her  credit,  referred  to  her 
deposition ;  and  all  the  judges  were  of  opinion  that  it  was  compe- 
tent to  the  judge  to  do  so  ;  and  it  is  material  to  observe,  that  Lords 
Ellenborough  and  Mansfield  intimated  that  the  prosecutor  had  the 
same  right. 

If,  as  an  abstract  position,  it  be  essential  to  the  ends  of  truth  that 
such  evidence  should  be  submitted  to  a  jury,  it  remains  to  consider, 
in  the  first  place,  whether  the  party  having  called  the  witness  is,  as 
it  were,  to  be  estopped  from  afterwards  so  impeaching  his  credit.  It 
is  difBcult  to  come  to  this  conclusion.  A  party  who  is  prepared 
with  general  evidence  to  show  that  a  witness  whom  he  calls  is  wholly 
incompetent,  acts  unfairly  and  inconsistently ;  for  knowing  his  wit- 
ness to  be  undeserving  of  credit,  he  ofiFers  *him  to  the  jury 
^  "  -J  as  the  witness  of  truth,  and  attempts  to  take  an  unfair  ad- 
vantage, by  concealing  or  disclosing  the  real  character  of  his  wit- 
ness, as  best  serves  his  purpose.  But  a  party  may  contradict  his  own 
witness  in  the  mode  in  question,  without  incurring  any  such  blame ; 
he  may  have  been  purposely  deceived  by  the  witness,  or,  thougli  not 
under  a  legal  necessity  to  call  him,  may  be  constrained  by  paucity 
of  evidence  under  the  particular  circumstances ;  as  where  he  cannot 
easily  prove  some  other  fact  except  by  the  testimony  of  that  witness, 
or  where  the  not  calling  him  might  afford  a  ground  for  strong  ob- 
servation against  him.  It  may  frequently  happen  in  such  cases  that 
a  party  may  with  great  propriety  call  a  witness  as  to  a  particular 
fact,  and  yet  impeach  his  testimony  upon  another  material  fact,  of 
which  the  witness,  without  intending  to  deceive,  may  have  obtained 
but  an  imperfect  knowledge,  or  in  respect  of  which  his  memory  may 
have  erred. 

It  may  happen  that,  although  under  no  legal  necessity  to  call  a 
particular  witness,  he  may  have  none  other  than  an  adverse  witness 

^  R.  V.  Oldroyd,  Buss.  &  Ry.  C.  G.  L.  S8.  So,  per  Lord  Lyndhurst,  G.  B., 
R.  V.  Maddox  and  others,  Lancaster  Sp.  Ass.  1834 ;  1  Stark,  on  Evid.  606,  3d 
edit 
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to  prove  a  material  fact.  In  such  a  case,  it  would  frequently  be  at- 
tended with  great  hardship  to  preclude  the  party  from  using  such 
means  as  he  possessed,  to  show  that  the  witness  admitted  only  such 
facts  as  he  could  not  with  safety  deny,  but  misrepresented  some 
other  material  fact  in  which  he  could  not  be  contradicted,  and  where 
the  testimony,  though  false,  would  not  expose  him  to  a  prosecution 
for  perjury.  It  might  happen,  for  instance,  that  in  an  action  by  two 
partners,  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  an  adverse  witness  might  be 
the  only  one  who  could  be  called  by  the  plaintiffs  to  prove  the  sale 
and  delivery ;  a  fraudulent  witness  as  to  this  might  be  obliged  to  state 
the  truth,  for  fear  of  a  prosecution  for  perjury,  but  still  he  might  with 
safety  defeat  the  action  by  proof  of  payment  to  himself,  as  the  agent 
of  the  plaintiffs,  or  by  other  evidence  which  would  not  expose  him  to 
a  prosecution  for  perjury.  In  such,  and  many  other  cases  which 
might  be  put,  it  would  be  a  harsh  rule  to  exclude  the  party  r.*oAQT 
^rom  defeating  the  attempt  by  evidence  of  the  witness's  own  ^  ^ 
statements  on  the  subject.^ 

In  the  case  of  an  adverse  witness,  it  may  frequently  happen  that 
what  he  states  in  favor  of  the  party  who  calls  him  may  be  regarded 
as  truth  unwillingly  wrung  from  a  reluctant  witness,  whilst  his  counter- 
statements  are  open  to  great  suspicion ;  in  all  such  cases,  former  de- 
clarations by  the  witness  are  obviously  of  importance,  with  a  view  to 
ascertain  what  part  of  his  statement  ought  to  be  discredited,  whilst 
credit  is  given  to  the  rest.  The  ordinary  rules,  as  to  the  examination 
of  an  adverse  witness,  supply  an  analogy  in  favor  of  the  affirmative  of 
the  present  question,  in  all  cases  at  least  where  the  witness  is  appa- 
rently an  adverse  one.  Considering  the  admission  of  such  evidence, 
in  its  tendency  to  occasion  collateral  inconvenience,  the  argument  that 
a  party  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  discredit  his  own  witness,  by  gene- 
ral evidence,  seems  to  have  little  weight ;  the  contradiction  proposed 
being  plainly  distinguishable,  as  already  observed,  from  any  general 
impeachment  of  the  witness's  character,  by  evidence  showing  him  to 
be  altogether  unworthy  of  credit.  It  would,  as  was  observed  in  the 
ease  of  Friedlander  v.  The  London  Assurance  Company ^^  be  against 
all  justice  that  the  whole  of  a  man's  testimony  should  be  struck  out 

•  4  B.  A  Ad.  (24  E.  C.  L.  R.)  193.    By  Parke,  Taunton,  and  Patteson,  Js. 

*  Although  a  party  calling  a  witness  shall  not  be  allowed  to  impeach  his 
general  character,  yet  he  may  show  that  he  has  told  a  different  story  at  another 
tune :  C<mdm  v.  Ri^nolds,  12  S.  &  R.  281 ;  StaU  v.  Norris,  1  Hay.  429 ;  Webster 
V.  Lee,  5  Mass.  334  ^  see  also  Brown  v.  BeUows,  4  Pick.  179.  See  ante,  p.  244, 
note.  O. 
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because  a  witness  sets  him  right  as  to  a  single  fact.  A  party  may 
with  perfect  propriety  and  consistency  insist  on  the  general  compe- 
tency of  his  witness,  although  he  alleges  that  his  testimony  as  to  one 
particular  fact  is  erroneous.  It  may  be  urged  that  the  practice  may 
open  a  door  to  collusion,  and  that  a  jury  may  mistake  such  a  state- 
ment for  substantive  evidence.  The  suspicion  of  collusion  in  such  a 
case  is  at  most  but  weak,  when  it  is  considered  how  remote  would  be 
the  expectation  of  benefit  to  be  derived  from  it.  A  party  might,  no 
doubt,  by  such  means,  fraudulently  introduce  into  the  evidence  a 
r'1'2491    ^^^^^^  statement  by  his  own  '^'witness  in  his  favor ;  but  it 

could  not  be  of  any  use,  unless  the  jury,  against  the  direction 
of  the  judge,  should  regard  it  as  substantive  evidence.  The  latter  ob- 
jection would  operate  with  equal  force  to  exclude  such  evidence,  when 
offered  to  impeach  the  adversary's  witness. 

It  has  been  truly  observed,  that  to  allow  the  evidence*  of  a  party's 
own  witness  to  be  impeached  by  other  evidence  to  the  contrary,  ts 
not  founded  on  any  principle  generally  warranting  such  an  impeach- 
ment of  credit  by  the  party  who  calls  the  witness,  for  the  witnesses 
are  not  called  directly  to  discredit  the  first  witness ;  the  impeachment 
of  his  discredit  is  incidental  and  consequential  only.  But  although 
the  practice  of  contradicting  by  other  evidence  may  supply  no  affirm- 
ative argument  for  contradiction  by  the  witness's  own  statement,  it 
is  observable  that  such  practice  shows  that  the  discrediting  of  the 
witness  is  not  a  consequence  which  ought  to  exclude  such  evidence 
as  the  justice  of  the  case  may  otherwise  require.  The  admission  of 
this  kind  of  evidence  seems  to  stand  upon  a  substantive  reasonable 
foundation.  For  such  a  course  is  in  the  abstract  essential  to  the 
forming  a  correct  estimate  of  the  respective  degrees  of  credit  due  to 
conflicting  witnesses ;  and  it  is  at  most  but  doubtful  whether  the  ex- 
clusion of  such  evidence  is  warranted  upon  any  collateral  grounds  of 
convenience.  In  the  case  of  Wright  v.  Beckett^^  Lord  Denman  having 
received  such  evidence,  the  case  was  argued  before  Lord  Denman  and 
Mr.  Baron  Bolland,  as  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  at  Lan- 
caster ;  Lord  Denman  cited  the  case  of  Bemasconi  v.  Fairhrother^  in 
which  he  had  received  similar  evidence,  and  in  his  judgment  on  the 

principal  case  he  adhered  to  the  same  opinion.'     *Mr.  Baron 
^        ^   Bolland  was  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  was  inadmissible, 

n  M.  A^  Rob.  427.  In  the  case  of  Ewer  ▼.  Amhroae,  3  B.  &  C.  (10  £.  C.  L.  R.) 
746,  cited  below,  Mr.  J.  Bayley  seemod  to  be  of  opinion  (although  it  was  unneces- 
sary to  decide  the  point)  that  the  answer  in  Chancery  was  inadmissible  altogether. 
Holroyd  and  Littledale,  Justices,  expressed  no  opinion. 

*  And  again  in  Dunny.  Aslett,  2  M.  &  Rob.  122. 
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and  Lord  Denman  stated  that  others  of  great  weight  and  authority 
agreed  with  Mr.  Baron  BoUand.  And  notwithstanding  the  reasons 
above  suggested,  the  prevailing  opinion  seems  to  be  that  a  party  who 
calls  a  witness  is  not  at  liberty  thus  to  impeach  his  credit  and  nullify 
his  testimony.  In  the  more  recent  case  of  IToldaworth  v.  The  Mat/or 
of  Dartmouth^  an  action  against  the  corporation  on  a  bond,  which 
they  defended  on  the  ground  that  it  had  been  obtained  by  fraud,  the 
defendants  called  several  persons,  in  order  to  establish  this,  who  were 
members  of  the  corporation  at  the  time  the  bond  was  given,  and  took 
part  in  giving  it.  One  of  them  on  cross-examination  stated  that  the 
transaction  was,  as  far  as  he  knew,  honest  and  correct.  On  re-ex- 
amination he  denied  having  told  the  defendants'  attorney  that  it  was 
a  shameful  transaction,  whereupon  the  defendants'  counsel  proposed 
to  call  the  attorney  to  prove  that  he  had  said  so ;  but  this  being  ob- 
jected to,  Parke,  B.,  rejected  the  evidence,  observing,  that  he  never 
had  any  doubt  that  BoUand,  B.,  was  right  in  the  case  above  cited, 
and  added,  that  a  party  has  no  right  to  put  a  witness  into  the  box 
as  a  witness  of  credit,  and  when  he  gives  unfavorable  evidence  to  call 
evidence  to  contradict  him,  and  that  it  made  no  difference  whether 
the  fact  was  elicited  on  the  examination  in  chief  or  on  cross-examina- 
tion. In  Allay  v.  Hutchings,^  also,  Wightman,  J.,  rejected  similar 
evidence ;  and  in  Winter  v.  Butt,^  Erskine,  J.,  ruled  the  same  way, 
observing  that  he  had  previously  done  so  on  one  occasion  with  the 
approbation  of  Patteson,  J.,  and  that  he  had  since  talked  with  seve- 
ral of  the  other  judges,  and  found  that  in  their  opinion  the  above- 
mentioned  decision  of  Parke,  B.,  was  right. 

It  is  observable,  that  the  case  of  a  witness  thus  giving  evidence  of 
a  fact  tending  to  negative  the  claim  made  by  *his  party  is  rieQ/^in 
distinguishable  from  that  of  a  witness  who  denies  all  know- 
ledge of  the  fact,  or  simply  fails  in  proving  the  fact  which  he  is 
called  to  prove.  In  the  former,  it  may  be  essential  to  justice  that 
the  jury,  who  might  otherwise  attribute  too  much  credit  to  the  testi- 
mony of  the  witness,  should  be  supplied  with  the  means  to  enable 
them  to  judge  of  the  degree  of  credit  which  they  ought  to  give;  but 
in  the  latter,  the  witness  proving  nothing,  his  credit  is  immaterial, 
and  what  he  stated  upon  a  former  occasion  cannot  be  received  as 
substantive  evidence.^  Upon  the  trial  of  Warren  Hastings,  the 
judges  delivered  the  following  answer  by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  to  a 

^  2  M.  &  Bob.  153.  '  2  M.  &  Rob.  358. 

J  2  M.  &  Rob.  357. 

*  JBwer  V.  Ambrose,  3  B.  &  C.  (10  E.  C.  L.  R.)  746. 
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question  proposed  by  the  House  of  Lords : — "  That  where  a  witness, 
produced  and  examined  in  a  criminal  proceeding  by  the  prosecutor, 
disclaimed  all  knowledge  of  any  matter  so  interrogated,  it  is  not  com- 
petent for  such  prosecutor  to  pursue  such  examination  by  proposing  a 
question  containing  the  particulars  of  an  answer  supposed  to  have 
been  made  by  such  witness  before  a  Committee  of  the  House  of  Com- 
mons, or  in  any  other  place,  and  by  demanding  of  him  whether  the 
particulars  so  suggested  were  not  the  answers  he  had  so  made.'*  ^  In 
the  case  of  ^wer  y.  Ambrosey"^  a  witness,  called  by  the  defendant,  to 
prove  a  partnership  between  himself  and  the  defendant,  having  denied 
the  fact,  an  answer  of  the  witness  in  Chancery  was  offered  in  evidence 
by  the  defendant's  counsel,  and  admitted.  It  was  left  to  the  jury  to 
find  for  the  plaintiff  or  defendant,  according  to  the  credit  given  to 
witness's  answer  in  Chancery  or  in  court.  After  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant,  the  court  granted  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  an- 
swer was  not  substantive  evidence  of  the  fact. 

[*252]     *V.   The  mode  of  confirming  the  testimony  of  witnesses. 

A  party  cannot  bring  evidence  to  confirm  the  character  of  a  wit- 
ness before  the  credit  of  that  witness  has  been  impeached,  either 
upon  cross-examination  or  by  the  testimony  of  other  witnesses  ;*  but 
if  the  character  of  a  witness  has  been  impeached,  although  upon 
cross-examination  only,  evidence  on  the  other  side  may  be  given 
to  support  the  character  of  the  witness^  by  general  evidence  of  good 
conduct. 

Where  the  character  of  a  witness  is  impeached  by  general  evidence 
the  party  who  calls  him  is  at  liberty  to  examine  the  witnesses  as  to 
the  grounds  of  their  belief;  and  in  all  cases  where  the  credit  of  a 

*  Joum.  D.  P.,  Ap.  10,  1788.  The  witness  had  been  asked  by  the  managers 
for  the  Commons  whether  he  had  not  been  examined  before  a  Committee  of  the 
House  of  Commons,  and  whether  he  had  not  before  that  committee  gi^en  a  par- 
ticular answer  to  a  particular  question. 

»  3  B.  &  C.  (10  E.  C.  L.  R.)  746. 

"^  Bishop  of  Durham  v.  Beaumont^  1  Camp.  207.  But  only  for  this  purpose ; 
he  may  not  introduce  new  matter  for  other  purposes  than  explaining  the 
motives  or  statements  of  the  witnesses :  R.y.  St.  George,  9  C.  &  P.  (38  £.  C.  L. 
R.)  483 ;  Queen's  case,  2  B.  &  B.  (6  E.  C.  L.  R.)  297 ;  Prince  v.  Samo,  7  Ad.  & 
E.  (34E.  C.  L.  R.)627. 

•  R,  V.  Clarke,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  241.  Where  the  prosecutrix,  upon 
an  indictment  for  an  attempt  to  commit  a  rape,  had  been  cross-examined  as  to 
her  having  been  sent  to  the  house  of  correction  on  a  charge  of  theft,  evidence 
of  -her  subsequent  good  conduct  was  admitted  in  support  of  the  prosecution : 
Annesl^Y.  AngUsea^  17  How.  St.  Tr.  1139. 
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witness  has  been  attacked,  whether  by  general  evidence  or  by  par- 
ticular questions  put  upon  cross-examination,  it  seems  that  the  party 
who  called  him  is  at  liberty  to  support  his  testimony  by  general  evi- 
dence of  good  character.^  So  if  the  character  of  the  attesting  wit- 
ness to  a  deed  or  will  be  impeached  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  evidence 
of  his  general  good  character  is  admissible,^  whether  he  be  living  or 
dead.  But  mere  contrariety  between  the  testimonies  of  adverse 
witnesses,  without  any  direct  imputation  of  fraud  on  the  part  of 
either,  supplies  no  ground  for  admitting  general  evidence  as  to  char- 
acter.' * 

"^Where  an  attested  document  is  disputed  on  the  ground  r«ncq-i 
of  fraud,  and  one  of  the  attesting  witnesses  impeaches  the 
credit  of  the  other  attesting  witness,  general  evidence  may  be 
given  of  the  good  character  of  the  latter,  for  the  credit  due  to  their 
attestation  is  put  in  issue  by  the  evidence  on  the  other  side.*  It 
seems  to  be  the  better  opinion,  that  a  witness  cannot  be  confirmed 
by  proof  that  he  has  given  the  same  account  before,  even  although  it 
has  been  proved  that  he  has  given  a  different  account,  in  order  to 
impeach  his  veracity ;  for  his  mere  declaration  of  the  fact  is  not  evi- 
dence. His  having  given  a  contrary  account,  although  not  upon 
oath,  necessarily  impeaches  either  his  veracity  or  his  memory;*  but 
his  having  asserted  the  same  thing  does  not  in  general  carry  his 
credibility  further  than,  nor  so  far  as,  his  oath.^ '    But  although 

»  See  R.  V.  Clarke,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  241. 

'  Doe  dem.  Walker  v.  Stephenson,  3  Esp.  C.  284 ;  Bishop  of  Durham  v.  Beau- 
mont, 1  Gamp.  C.  210  j  Doe  dem,  Stephenson  v.  Walker,  4  Esp.  C.  50 ;  Provis  v. 
Beed,  5  Bing.  (15  £.  G.  L.  R.)  435. 

'  Bishop  of  Durham  v.  Beaumont,  1  Gamp.  207. 

*  Doe  dem.  Walker  v.  Stephenson,  3  Esp.  G.  284 ;  4  Esp.  G.  50 ;  1  Gamp.  210. 

*  But  evidence  of  declarations  by  a  deceased  attesting  witness  who  has  not 
been  examined  cannot  be  proved,  even  to  show  that  he  forged  the  document : 
Stohart  V.  Dryden,  1  M.  &  W.  615 ;  and  therefore,  of  course,  witnesses  cannot  be 
called  to  support  his  character  on  that  score. 

*  B.  N.  P.  294.  Buller,  J.,  was  clearly  of  opinion  that  such  evidence  was 
not  admissible  to  support  an  unimpeached  witness,  and  doubted  whether  it  was 

*  It  seems  now  settled  that  whenever  the  character  of  a  witness  for  truth  is 
attacked  in  any  way,  whether  by  cross-examination  or  by  general  evidence  of 
want  of  character  for  truth,  or  by  proving  statements  made  by  him  out  of  court 
dilTerent  from  those  sworn  to,  it  is  competent  for  the  party  calling  him  to  give 
l^eneral  evidence  of  his  good  character :  Paine  v.  TUden,  20  Yt.  554 ;  Hadjo  v. 
Gooden,  13  Ala.  718 ;  Sweet  v.  Sherman,  21  Tt.  23.  Gontra,  Stamper  v.  Griffin, 
12  Ga.  450.    See  ante,  p.  238,  note. 

'  When  a  witness  testifies  to  a  fact,  and  evidence  is  introduced  to  impeach  his 
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such  evidence  be  not  generally  admissible  in  confirmation  of  a  wit- 
ness, there  may  be  many  cases  where  under  special  circumstances  it 
possibly  might  be  admissible;  as,  for  instance,  in  contradiction  of 
evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  account  was  a  fabrication  of  late 
date,  and  where  consequently  it  becomes  material  to  show  that  the 
same  account  had  been  given  before  its  ultimate  effect  and  operation, 
r*2541  *^^^^^^S  ^T^om  a  change  of  circumstances,  could  have  been 
foreseen.  So,  where  an  immediate  account  is  given,  or  com- 
plaint made,  by  an  individual,  of  a  personal  injury  committed  against 
him,  the  fact  of  making  the  complaint  immediately,  and  before  it  is 
likely  that  anything  should  have  been  contrived  and  devised  for  the 
private  advantage  of  the  party,  is  sometimes  admissible  in  evidence ; 
as  upon  an  indictment  for  a  rape,^  or  upon  an  action  for  a  trespass 
and  assault  committed  on  the  wife.^ 

Where  a  register  of  baptism  stated  the  child  to  be  seven  years  of 
age  at  the  time  of  baptism,  it  was  held  that  the  entry  was  no  evidence 
to  prove  the  age,  on  an  issue  to  try  whether  the  party  was  of  age 

evidence  in  reply :  S.  v.  Parker^  3  Dong.  (26  E.  G.  L.  R.)  242.  In  the  case  of 
The  Berkeley  Peerage,  5th  June  1811,  Lord  Redesdale  held  that,  in  general, 
declarations  made  by  a  witness  at  another  time  could  not  be  examined  into*for  the 
purpose  of  supporting  his  testimony ;  and  he  referred  to  a  case  where  Lord  C. 
J.  Eyre  rejected  such  evidence  when  offered  for  the  prisoner  in  a  case  of  perjury. 
On  the  other  hand,  see  Gilb.  £v.  135 ;  Luiterel  v.  Rayneil^  1  Mod.  282 ;  Friend's 
case,  4  St.  Tr.  613  ;  Harrison's  case,  12  How.  St.  Tr.  861. 

^  R.  V.  Clarke,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  242;  Brazier's  case,  East's  P.  C. 
443.  Such  evidence  would  appear  to  be  properly  admissible  only  as  confirma- 
tory evidence  where  the  witness's  credit  is  impeached :  Beg,  v.  Megson,  9  G.  & 
P.  (38  E.  G.  L.  R.)  420 ;  B,  v.  Guttndge,  9  G.  &  P.  (38  E.  G.  L.  R.)  471 ;  B.  v. 
Walker,  2  M.  &  Rob.  212.  It  seldom,  however,  happens  that,  in  such  a  case  as 
that  of  rape,  an  attempt  is  not  made  to  impeach  the  credit  of  the  witness. 

^  Thompson  and  his  wife  v.  Trevanion,  Skinn.  402 ;  6  East  193  *,  and  see  Bex 
V.  Foster,6  G.  &  P.  (25  E.  G.  L.  R.)  325. 

credit,  he  may  be  corroborated  by  evidence  of  what  he  had  testified  or  stated  on 
former  occasions :  Henderson  v.  Jones,  10  S.  &  R.  322 ;  Cooke  v.  Curtis,  6  Har. 
&  Johns.  86 ;  Coffin  v.  Anderson,  4  Blackf.  395 ;  Beauchamp  v.  State,  6  Ibid. 
300 ;  State  v.  George,  8  Ired.  324 ;  Dossett  v.  Miller,  3  Sneed  72.  Where  a  wit- 
ness is  discredited  by  testimony  against  his  general  character,  testimony  to  show 
that  he  has  formerly  made  the  same  statement  as  that  to  which  he  now  testifies 
is  not  admissible :  Gibbsv.  Linsley,  13  Vt.  208.  Gontra,  State  v.  Dove,  10  Ired. 
469 ;  Pleasant  v.  State,  15  Ark.  624.  Proof  of  declaration  made  by  a  witness 
out  of  court,  in  corroboration  of  testimony  given  by  him  on  the  trial  of  a  cause 
is,  as  an  almost  universal  rule,  in§dmissible :  Bobb  v.  Hackley,  23  Wend.^; 
Dudley  v.  BoUes,  24  Ibid.  465 ;  Smith  v.  Stickney,  17  Barb.  489  j  PeopU  v.  Fin- 
negan,  1  Parker  G.  R.  147.    See  ante,  p.  238,  note. 
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when  he  was  arrested.  But  Bayley,  J.,  expressed  an  opinion,  that 
if  it  could  have  been  shown  that  the  entry  had  been  made  upon  the 
representation  of  the  mother,  who  was  called  as  a  witness  for  her 
son,  in  order  to  prove  his  minority,  the  fact  would  have  been  admis- 
sible to  support  her  testimony  upon  its  being  impeached.' 

Unless  there  be  some  legislative  provision  to  the  contrary,  it  is  no 
objection  that  a  witness  called  to  support  the  appellant's  case  before 
a  court  of  appeal  was  not  examined  before  the  original  court,^  even 
although  th«  party  who  obtained  the  conviction  is  not  liable  to  double 
costs  on  a  reversal  of  the  conviction. 


♦CHAPTER  II.  [*255] 

WRITTEN  EVIDENCE. 

Written  Instruments  are,  firgt^  of  a  public  nature ;  secondly^  of 
a  mixed  nature,  partly  public  and  partly  private ;  thirdly^  of  a  pri- 
vate nature.  Public  documents,*  *again,  are  either  judicial ;  r*2561 
or,  %econdly^  not  judicial ;  and,  with  a  view  to  their  means 

«  Wihen  V.  Law,  3  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  63. 

y  R,  y.  Commissioners  of  Appeals j  3  M.  A  S.  133 ;  Breedon  v.  OiU,  1  Ld.  Raym. 
219;  8.  c,  Salk.  555. 

*  The  statute  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  94,  provides  for  the  establishment  of  a  record 
office,  and  places  under  the  superintendence  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  all  the 
older  general  records  of  the  realm.  Those  specifically  mentioned  in  the  Act  are 
the  records  then  deposited  in  the  Tower,  Chapter  House  of  Westminster,  Rolls 
Chapel,  Petty  Bag  Office,  the  Office  of  the  Queen*  s  Remembrancer,  Augmenta- 
tion Office,  First  Fruits  and  Tenths  Office,  Office  of  the  Land  Revenue  and  En- 
rolments, or  of  the  late  Auditor  of  the  Land  Revenues,  formerly  in  the  Office 
of  Pells,  and  then  in  the  custody  of  the  Comptroller  of  the  Exchequer ;  the 
records  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  Exchequer,  Admiralty,  Queen's  Bench,  Com- 
mon Pleas  and  Marshalsea,  wherever  then  deposited,  and  all  the  records  of  the 
lately  abolished  Courts  of  the  Principality  of  Wales,  Palatinates  of  Chester  and 
Durham,  and  Isle  of  Ely.  The  Queen  is  empowered  in  Council  to  place  any 
other  records  under  the  same  superintendence ;  and  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  is 
to  appoint  persons  to  receive  and  take  charge  of  the  accumulating  records  of 
these  various  Courts,  from  time  to  time  after  they  are  twenty  years  old,  subject 
to  certain  regulations.  He  is  also  to  make  rules  for  the  admission  of  such 
persons  as  ought  to  be  admitted  to  the  use  of  such  records.  The  statute  author- 
izes him  or  the  deputy  keeper  to  allow  copies  to  be  made,  and  declares  it  to  be 
expedient  "  to  allow  the  free  use  of  any  public  records  as  far  as  stands  with 
their  safety  and  integrity,  and  with  the  public  policy  of  the  realm."    The 
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of  proof;  they  are  either,  fir%t^  of  record ;  or,  secondly ^  not  of 
record.  We  will  proceed  to  consider  them  in  this  order,  and  to  treat 
not  only  of  their  admissibility  and  effect,  but  also  of  the  mode  in 
which  they  are  to  be  proved.* 

I.  Documents  of  a  Public  Nature. 

Before  the  admissibility  and  effects  of  public  documents  are  con- 
sidered, it  will  be  convenient  to  consider  generally  the  means  by 
which  public  documents  are  to  be  procured*  and  proved.* 

If  the  question  be  as  to  the  existence  or  contents  of  a  record  in 
the  same  court,  the  trial  is  by  inspection  of  the  record  itself."^  Where 
the  disputed  record  is  one  of  another  court,  the  tenor  may  be  ob- 
r*2571  ^^^'^^  "^y  nJ^^'is  of  a  "^certiorari  and  mittimxis  out  of  Chan- 
cery ;•  for  it  would  be  inconvenient  to  remove  the  original. 

principal  portion  of  these  records  are  at  present  kept  in  the  Stone  Tower  in 
Westminster  Hall,  in  the  Rolls  Chapel,  in  the  Carlton  Ride,  and  in  the  Tower 
of  London.  An  order  of  the  court,  or  a  judge,  is  now  necessary  before  issuing 
a  subpoena  for  the  production  of  these  documents,  R.  G.  6  C.  B.  (60  £.  C.  L. 
K)  424;  but  the  original  can  now  rarely  be  necessary,  as  by  s.  13  a  certified 
copy  of  any  of  them,  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  Record  Office,  is  e?idence 
in  every  case  in  which  the  original  record  could  have  been  received.  See  the 
sections,  post,  p.  262,  note  (n). 

^  If  the  production  of  any  document  be  injurious  to  the  public  interest,  the 
production  or  even  the  inspection  of  it  will  not  be  granted.  The  principle 
which  privileges  persons  from  giving  parol  evidence  equally  applies  to  the  pro- 
duction of  written  instruments :  Home  v.  Bentinck,  2  B.  &  B.  (6  £.  C.  L.  R.) 
130 ;  Smith  v.  East  India  Company,  1  Phil.  50 ;  Cooke  v.  Maxwell,  2  Stark.  C. 
(3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  183 ;  Wyatt  v.  Gore,  Holt  N.  P.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  299.  In 
E.  V.  Staffordshire,  Justices,  6  Ad.  &  E.  (33  E.  C.  L.  R.)  99,  the  court  con- 
sidered that  they  could  enforce  by  mandamus  the  production  of  any  document 
of  a  public  nature  in  which  any  subject  could  prove  himself  to  be  interested, 
and  that  any  officer  appointed  to  keep  records  ought  to  deem  himself  a  trustee 
for  such  a  person,  but  the  court  would  not  interfere,  unless  the  person  ap- 
plying had  such  an  interest.  There  are,  however,  some  records  which  are  open 
to  all,  thus  the  inspection  and  exemplification  of  the  records  of  the  Queen^s 
Courts  are  of  right :  3  Co.,  preface,  and  stat.  46  Edw.  III.,  there  copied. 

*  See  tit.  Inspection  and  Public  Documents. 

'  Kul  tiel  record  was  pleaded  to  the  Composition  Act:  2  Salk.  566.  Holt,  C. 
J.,  held  that  an  exemplification  was  necessary,  although  a  copy  printed  by  the 
King's  printer  would  be  sufficient  evidence  before  a  jury:  Anon.,  2  Salk.  566, 
infra  231.  The  record  or  document  itself  must  also,  it  has  been  thought,  be 
produced  in  case  of  forgery  or  perjury,  sed  qucere;  see  Forqirt — Pirjurt — 
Record. 

*  Pitt  V.  Knight,  1  Saund.  98 ;  Hewson  v.  Bro%m,  2  Burr.  1034 ;  LuttreU  v. 
Lea,  Cro.  Car.  297. 
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Where  the  record  of/  an  inferior  court  is  disputed  in  a  superior 
court,  the  record  itself,  where  it  is  necessary,  and  in  other  cases  the 
tenor,  may  he  removed  by  certiorari  out  of  Chancery/  or  out  of  the 
Queen's  Bench,  if  the  proof  is  needed  there.*  In  criminal  cases, 
where  a  prisoner  pleads  auterfois  acquit^  he  may  remove  the  record 
by  certiorari^  if  he  be  arraigned  in  the  King's  Bench.^  In  other 
cases,  he  may  remove  the  tenor  of  the  record  of  acquittal  into  Chan- 
cery by  certiorari^  and  either  produce  it  in  court  with  his  own  hands, 
{enpcigne\  or  procure  it  to  be  sent  to  the  justices  Bub  pede  aiffUli.^ 
But  the  record  in  such  case  must  be  removed  by  writ,  although  the 
justices  may  receive  a  record  without  writ,  where  it  is  to  be  proceeded 
on  for  the  King.^ 

A  record  may  be  proved  either  first,  by  mere  production^  without 
more ;  or,  secondly,  by  copy. 

Copies  of  records  are  either  exemplifications  ;  or,  secondly^  copies 
made  by  the  authorized  officer ;  or,  thirdly^  sworn  copies. 

First  Exemplifications.  These  are,  exemplifications  under  the 
great  seal ;  or  under  the  seal  of  a  particular  court.^  The  reason  of 
admitting  a  copy  to  be  evidence  in  such  cases,  is  the  inconvenience 
to  the  public  of  removing  such  documents,  which  may  be  wanted  in 
two  places  at  the  same  time.^  A  record  to  be  exemplified  under  the 
great  seal  must  either  be  a  record  of  the  Court  *of  Chan-  r*oKo-| 
eery,  which  is  the  centre  of  all  the  courts,  or  must  be  re- 
moved thither  by  certiorari.^  Nothing  but  records  can  be  given  in 
evidence  exemplified  under  the  great  seal,  for  these  are  presumed  to 
be  preserved  by  the  court  free  from  erasure  or  interlineation,  to 
which  private  deeds  which  are  in  the  hands  of  private  persons,  are 
subject."  Where  any  record  is  exemplified  the  whole  must  be  exem- 
plified, for  the  construction  must  be  gathered  from  the  whole  taken 
together."    An  exemplification  under  the  broad  seal  is  of  itself  a 

'Butcher  and  Aldtoorth's  case^  Gro.  Eliz.  821;  Guilliam  y.  Hardy ^  1  Ld. 
Raym.  216. 

•  2  Atk.  317 ;  Guilliam  v.  Hardy,  1  Ld.  Raym.  216. 

^  20  £.  2,  Coron.  242;  Stark.  Grim.  PL  318.  The  usual  practice  is  for  the 
clerk  of  assize  or  of  the  peace  to  make  up  the  record,  and  produce  it  in  court 
without  writ:  see  1  Russ.  on  Grimes  829,  837. 

>  2  Hale  242 ;  2  E.  3,  26,  Goron.  150. 

i  2  Hale  242 ;  8  E.  4,  18,  B.  Goron.  218. 

»  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  12.  » Bao.  Ab.  Ev.  F. 

■  Bac.  Ab.  Ev.  F. ;  B.  N.  P.  226 ;  3  Ins.  173 ;  10  Co.  93,  a. 

■  B.  N.  P.  227  ;  Bivc.  Ab.  Ev.  F. ;  3  Ins.  173  ;  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  12. 

*  3  Ins.  174  «,  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  17.  But  this  rule  is  to  be  taken  with  some  re- 
striction ;  vide  B.  N.  P.  227. 
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f 

record  of  the  greatest  authenticitj.>*  And  where  an  exemplification 
of  a  commission  of  the  time  of  Elizabeth  was  produced  from  the 
proper  custody,  and  there  was  a  slip  of  parchment  at  the  foot,  cor<- 
responding  in  size  and  form  with  the  slips  on  which  the  great  seal  is 
usaally  aflBxed,  the  court  allowed  it  to  be  read  as  a  complete  exem- 
plification.^ 

As  to  exemplifications  under  the  seal  of  the  court.  The  seals  of 
the  King's  courts  of  justice  are  of  public  credit,  and  are  part  of  the 
constitution  of  the  courts,  and  supposed  to  be  known  to  all ;'  and 
this,  whether  the  court  has  existed  from  time  beyond  memory,  or  has 
been  recently  created  by  Act  of  Parliament.*  But  the  seals  of  pri- 
vate courts  and  persons  are  not  receivable  in  evidence,  unless  proved 
P^ocQ-i  to  be  the  seals  of  the  respective  courts  or  persons.^  *In 
general  the  exemplification  of  any  record  under  the  seal  of 
one  of  the  King's  courts  of  justice  is  sufiScient.^  So  is  an  exempli- 
fication of  a  commission  and  return  under  the  seal  of  the  Exchequer/ 
of  a  record  of  the  great  sessions  in  Wales,  or  in  a  county  palatine, 
under  the  seal  of  the  court.^  Or  of  the  proceedings  of  the  ecclesi- 
astical courts.'  So  is,  an  exemplification  of  the  Pope's  bull,  under  the 
seal  of  a  bishop.^  Or  of  the  grant  of  administration  with  the  will 
annexed,  under  the  seal  of  the  archbishop.'     So  the  exemplification 

»  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  14 ;  Bac.  Ab.  Ev.  F. ;  Sid.  145 ;  Hard.  118 ;  Plowd.  Com. 
411. 
'  Beverly  v.  Craven,  2  M.  &  Rob.  140. 
'  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  17,  20 ;  10  Co.  93,  a. 

*  Sid.  2,  146 ;  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  20.  The  courts  are  directed  to  take  judicial 
notice  of  the  Seal  of  the  Record  Office,  1  &  2  Vict.  o.  94,  b.  13  *,  and  Common 
Law  Seal,  and  Seal  of  the  Enrolment  Office  in  Chancery,  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  109  ; 
and  copies  under  those  seals  may,  to  a  certain  extent,  be  regarded  as  exemplifi- 
cations.   The  sections  are  given  at  length,  post,  pp.  262,  note  (n),  263,  notes 

(p)Aq)' 

*  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  20 ;  and  therefore,  formerly,  it  seems  to  have  been  the  prac- 
tice to  deliver  an  exemplification  under  the  seal  of  a  court  to  a  jury,  but  not  to 
deliver  a  document  under  a  private  seal,  because  the  authenticity  of  the  latter 
depended  upon  a  collateral  oath :  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  17,  18,  19.  The  common 
seal  of  the  city  of  London  proves  itself:  Doe  detn.  Wbodmas  v.  Mason,  1  Esp. 
53  ;  Olive  V.  Grwynj  2  Siderf.  145  ;  s.  c,  Hardres  118 ;  aed  vide  Moises  v.  Thorn- 
tan,  8  T.  R.  303. 

*  10  Co.  93,  a. 

^  Tooker  v.  The  Duke  of  Beaufort,  Say.  297. 
^  Ibid. ;  Hard.  120. 

«  1  Ford^s  MSS.  166.  y  Hard.  118. 

'  Kempton  v.  Cross,  8  G.  2,  6.  R.  H.  108,  although  it  merely  recites  the  fact ; 
Shepherd  v.  Shorihose,  1  Str.  412. 
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of  the  enrolment  of  a  fine  or  recovery  in  Wales,  or  in  the  counties 
paktine,  under  the  appropriate  judicial  seal,  is  evidence  of  such  fine 
or  recovery.^  But  the  mere  production  of  an  exemplification  under 
the  seal  of  an  university  is  not  evidence,  without  proof  that  a  party 
is  entitled  to  his  degree;*  neither  is  the  exemplification  of  the  judg- 
ment or  decree  of  any  foreign  court  admissible  without  proof  of  tiie 
seal  of  the  court/  And  if  a  foreign  court  has  an  ofiScial  seal,  it 
ought  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  authenticating  its  judgments ; 
and  no  copy  by  any  officer  of  the  court  will  be  considered  as  of  au- 
thority in  this  country.*  * 

*  By  the  stat.  27  Eliz.  c.  9,  8. 8,  they  are  of  as  great  force  as  the  record :  Olive 
y.  Gvn/nj  2  Sid.  145. 

^  Henry  y.  Adey^  3  East  221 ;  vide  infra.  Judgments,  proof  of. 

*  Moises  V.  Thornton,  8  T.  R.  303. 

*  Black  y.  Lord  Braybrooke,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  7 ;  and  Appleton  v. 
Lord  Braybrooke,  Ibid. ;  Anon,,  9  Mod.  66. 

'  '*  Full  faith  and  credit  shall  be  giyen  in  each  State  to  the  public  acts,  records 
and  judicial  proceedings  of  eyery  other  State.  And  the  Congress  may,  by 
general  laws,  prescribe  the  manner  in  which  such  acts,  records,  and  proceedings 
shall  be  proved  and  the  effect  thereof;"  Const.  U.  S.,  Art.  IV.,  Sect.  1.  The 
Statute  of  the  United  States,  passed  May  26th  1790,  proyides,  *'that  the  records 
and  judicial  proceedings  of  the  courts  of  any  Staie  shall  be  proved  or  admitted  in 
any  other  court  within  the  United  States,  by  the  attestation  of  the  clerk  and 
the  seal  of  the  court  annexed,  if  there  be  a  seal,  together  with  a  certificate  of 
the  judge,  chief  justice,  or  presiding  magistrate,  as  the  case  may  be,  that  the 
said  attestation  is  in  due  form.  And  the  said  records  and  judicial  proceedings, 
authenticated  as  aforesaid,  shall  have  such  faith  and  credit  given  to  them  in 
every  court  within  the  United  States,  as  they  have  by  law  or  usage  in  the  courts 
of  the  State  from  whence  the  said  records  are  or  shall  be  taken.''  By  the 
second  section  of  a  supplementary,  statute,  passed  March  27th  1804,  all  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  of  1790  are  made  to  apply  as  well  to  the  public  acts, 
records,  judicial  proceedings  and  courts  of  the  respective  territories  of  the 
United  States,  and  countries  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  as 
to  the  public  acts,  kc,  of  the  several  States.'*  Under  this  section  of  the  Con- 
stitution and  the  statute  of  1790,  the  judgment  of  a  State  court  has  the  same 
credit,  validity  and  effect  in  every  other  court  in  the  United  States  which  it  has 
in  the  State  where  it  is  pronounced  :  if  in  the  courts  of  such  State  it  has  the 
faith  and  credit  of  record  evidence,  it  must  have  the  same  faith  and  credit  in 
every  other  court:  Mills  v.  Duryee,  7  Crapch  481 ;  Hampton  v.  McConndl,  o 
Wheat.  234;  and  note  by  the  reporter.  Whether  a  will  of  lands  duly  proved 
and  recorded  in  one  State,  so  as  to  be  evidence  in  the  courts  of  that  State,  is 
thereby  rendered  evidence  in  the  courts  of  another  State  (provided  the  record 
on  its  face  shows  that  it  possesses  all  the  solemnities  required  by  the  laws  of 
the  State  where  the  land  lies),  under  this  section  of  the  Constitution,  Qucere, 
DarbyU  Lessee  y.  Meyer,  et  al,,  10  Wheat.  409. 

The  above  proyision  in  the  Constitution  has  no  effect  upon  judgments  in 
16 
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r*9f)01       ^Secondly,  Copies  made  by  an  authorized  officer.     Where 
the   law  intrusts  a   particular   officer  with  the  making  of 

criminal  prosecutions,  but  only  on  judgments  in  civil  actions:  such  judgments 
only  were  intended  to  be  affected  by  this  provision  as  can  be  carried  into  effect 
by  the  aid  of  the  courts  of  States  in  which  they  were  not  rendered — but 
fugitives  from  justice  found  in  one  State  cannot  be  directly  nor  collaterally 
affected  by  any  judgment  against  them  in  the  State  from  which  they  have  fled : 
Comm.  V.  Green,  17  Mass.  546. 

Under  the  statute  of  1700,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  have 
decided  that  a  copy  certified  by  the  clerk,  without  a  certificate  of  the  presiding 
judge  that  the  attestation  is  in  due  form,  is  not  admissible  in  evidence  in  the 
courts  of  another  State  or  District,  &c. :  Drummond's  Admrs.  v.  Magruder  S 
Co.^s  Trustees,  9  Cranch  122,  It  had  been  previously  held,  in  Pennsylvania, 
that  a  copy  not  certified  according  to  the  statute  was  prima  facie  evidence, 
though  not  conclusive :  Baker  et  at,  v.  Field,  2  Yeates  532.  And  in  North 
Carolina,  that  the  statute  was  only  affirmative,  and  did  not  abolish  former 
modes  of  authentication  :  Ellmore  v.  Mills,  1  Hayw.  359.  If  the  clerk  of  a 
court  certify  at  the  foot  of  a  paper  purporting  to  be  a  record,  '*  that  the  forego- 
ing is  truly  taken  from  the  record  of  the  proceedings  of  his  court,''  and  if  the 
judge,  chief  justice,  or  presiding  magistrate  certify  that  such  attestation  of  the 
clerk  18  in  due  form  of  law,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  paper  so  certified  is  a 
full  copy  of  all  the  proceedings  in  the  case,  and  it  is  admissible  in  evidence : 
Fergvson  v.  Harwood,  7  Cranch  408.  Aliier,  if  the  writings  do  not  purport  to 
be  a  record,  but  a  mere  transcript  of  minutes  from  the  docket  of  the  court. 
Ibid.  A  record  of  another  State  informally  certified  cannot  be  read,  even  on  a 
question  of  discharging  on  common  bail :  Craig  v.  Brown,  1  Pet.  C.  C.  35?. 
And  to  make  a  record  of  a  court  of  one  State  evidence  in  another,  the  attesta- 
tion must  be  according  to  the  form  used  in  the  State  from  which  the  record 
comes ;  and  the  only  evidence  of  this  fact  is  the  certificate  of  the  presiding 
judge  of  that  court:  Ibid.  See  also  Smith  v.  Blagge,  1  Johns.  Cas.  238.  A 
certificate  of  a  presiding  judge,  stating  that  the  person  whose  name  is  signed 
to  the  attestation  of  the  record  is  clerk,  and  that  the  signature  is  his  hand- 
writing, is  not  in  conformity  with  the  requirements  of  the  statute :  Craig  y. 
Broken,  ubi  sup.  Whenever  the  court  whose  record  is  certified  has  no  seal,  this 
fact  should  appear,  either  in  the  certificate  of  the  clerk  or  in  that  of  the  judge : 
per  Washington,  J.  Ibid.  See  also  Alston  v.  Taylor,  1  Hayw.  395.  The  attestation 
by  the  clerk,  of  the  record  of  a  judgment  in  another  State,  must  have  the  seal 
of  the  court  annexed  to  it,  and  it  is  not  sufficient  that  such  seal  is  annexed  to 
the  certificate  of  the  judge:  Turner  v.  Waddington,  C.  C.  Oct.  1811,  MS. 
Wharton^s  Digest  224.  A  record  of  another  State,  attested  by  the  clerk,  with 
the  seal  of  the  court  annexed  and  the  certificate  of  two  judges,  stating  it  to  be 
in  due  form,  one  of  them  stating  himself  to  be  the  judge  "  that  presided,  and 
one  of  the  judges  of  the  superior  courts  of  law  of  said  State,"  and  the  other 
stating  himself  to  be  *^the  senior  judge  of  the  court  of  law  of  said  State,"  was 
held  in  Kentucky  to  be  an  insufficient  authentication :  Stephenson  v.  Bannister^ 
3  Bibb.  369.  In  those  States  where  a  justice  of  the  peace  holds  a  court  of 
record — where  he  is  the  sole  justice  and  has  no  clerk — he  may  certify  that  he 
is  the  presiding  magistrate  and  clerk  of  the  court,  that  there  b  no  seal,  and 
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copies,  it  also  gives  credit  to  them  in  evidence  without  further  proof, 
although  a  mere  office  copy  by  a  person  not  so  licensed  is  inad- 

that  the  attestation  is  in  the  usual  form ;  and  a  copy  of  the  record  thus  certified 
would  be  admissible  in  evidence.  But  a  copy  of  a  record  of  a  judgment  ren- 
dered by  a  justice  in  another  State,  authenticated  only  by  his  certificate,  stating 
that  it  k  a  true  copy  of  the  files  and  records  remaining  in  his  office,  is  not  suf- 
ficiently proved  either  at  common  law  or  according  to  the  statute  of  the  United 
States :  BUsell  y.  Edwards,  5  Day  363.  A  decree  in  chancery  must  be  authen- 
ticated according  to  the  statute  of  1790 :  Barbour  v.  Watts,  2  Marsh.  293.  A 
record  of  a  court  of  the  United  States  is  not  within  the  above-mentioned  statute, 
and,  if  under  the  seal  of  the  court  and  certified  by  the  clerk  as  a  copy,  it  is 
evidence  in  the  State  courts:  Pqfoon  v.  Jenkins,  2  Johns.  Gas.  119.  So,  the 
record  of  a  court  of  a  territory  was  held,  in  Kentucky,  not  to  be  within  the  pro- 
vision of  the  Constitution  and  the  statute,  and  the  record  of  such  court  attested 
by  the  clerk,  with  the  seal  of  the  court,  together  with  the  certificate  of  the 
Governor  and  the  great  seal  that  the  person  attesting  was  clerk,  and  that  his 
attestation  was  in  due  form,  was  decided  to  be  sufficiently  authenticated: 
Hoggin  v.  Squire^  2  Bibb.  334.  See  The  statute  of  March  21th  1804,  above 
stilted,  M. 

As  to  exemplification  of  foreign  judgments  it  has  been  held  that  where  the 
court  has  no  seal,  the  certificate  of  the  clerk,  accompanied  with  proof  of  his 
handwriting,  and  that  it  is  authenticated  in  the  usual  form,  is  sufficient :  Packard 
v.  HiU,  7  Cow.  434;  Torbert  v.  Wilson,  1  Stew.  &  Port.  200;  Craig  v.  Brovm^ 
Pet  C.  C.  352 ;  Allen  v.  Thaxter,  1  Blackf.  399 ;  Buttrieh  v.  AUen,  8  Mass.  273. 
The  record  of  condemnation  of  a  vessel  in  a  foreign  Court  of  Vice- Admiralty  is 
not  evidence  per  se.  The  seal  must  be  proved  by  a  witness  who  knows  it,  or  the 
handwriting  of  the  judge  or  clerk  must  be  proved,  or  it  must  be  shown  that  it 
is  an  examined  copy.  The  consular  certificate  is  not  sufficient  to  authenticate 
it :  Carlett  v.  Ins,  Co.,  Paine  594.  On  the  other  hand  it  has  been  held  in  Con- 
necticut that  the  record  of  a  foreign  Yice-Admiralty  Court,  purporting  to  be 
certified  by  the  deputy-registrar,  under  the  seal  of  the  court,  is  admissible  with- 
out any  other  proof  of  its  authenticity  :  Thompson  v.  Stewart,  3  Conn.  171.  A 
judicial  record,  authenticated  only  by  the  great  seal  of  a  foreign  sovereign  state, 
is  evidence  in  our  courts,  although  it  is  not  accompanied  by  any  certificate  of 
its  being  a  copy  of  an  original  record,  under  the  official  signature  of  any  officer 
of  the  court :  Oriswold  v.  Pitcaim,  2  Conn.  85.  The  proceedings  of  a  Yice- 
Admiralty  Court  of  a  foreign  nation  were  held  to  be  sufficiently  verified,  by 
proof  of  the  handwriting  of  the  judge  and  of  the  registrar  of  the  court  to  a 
certificate  that  the  papers  were  a  true  copy  from  the  records :  Mumford  v.  Bowne, 
Antfa.  40. 

The  public  seal  of  a  State,  affixed  to  the  exemplification  of  a  law,  proves  itself; 
it  ia  a  matter  of  notoriety,  and  will  be  taken  notice  of,  as  part  of  the  law  of 
nations  acknowledged  by  all :  Robinson  v.  Oilman,  7  Shep.  299.  Courts  of  the 
United  States  are  domestic  tribunals,  whose  proceedings  State  courts  are  bound 
to  respect  and  receive  when  exemplified  under  the  seal  of  the  court,  which  the 
8tate  courts  are  presumed  to  know ;  and  the  same  rule  applies  to  a  United  States 
court  established  in  a  territory :  Wemock  v.  Dearman,  7  Port.  513  ;  Redman  v. 
Govid,  7  Blackf.  361 ;  WiUiams  v.  Wilkes,  2  Harris  228.    A  record  of  a  State 
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missible.*  ^  The  chirograph  of  a  fine  is  evidence  of  the  fine  itself, 
because  the  chirographer  is  an  officer  appointed  bj  the  law  to  make 

•  Bac.  Ab.  Ev.  F. ;  B.  N.  P.  229. 

court,  certified  by  the  clerk  under  its  seal,  being  good  evidence  in  another  court 
of  the  same  State,  is  also  admissible  in  the  United  States  courts  in  that  State : 
Mewster  v.  Spalding,  6  McLean  24. 

The  best  proofs  of  the  proceedings  of  a  foreign  court,  are  the  original  records  ; 
but  the  testimony  usually  produced  is  either  a  sworn  copy,  by  one  who  has  com- 
pared it  with  the  original  proceedings  or  an  exemplified  copy,  certified  l^y  the 
clerk  and  the  presiding  judge,  and  the  seal  of  the  court  with  the  broad  seal  of 
the  province  or  kingdom  of  the  appointment  of  the  judge,  with  the  proper  cer- 
tificate from  the  office  of  appointment ;  either  of  these  will  be  sufficient :  Spauld- 
ing  V.  Vincent,  24  Yt.  501 ;  Steward  v.  Swanzy,  23  Miss.  502.  When  a  copy  of 
a  judgment  recovered  in  Canada,  was  certified  by  the  clerk,  and  purported  to  be 
under  the  seal  of  the  court,  and  a  witness  testified  that  he  knew  the  clerk  in 
that  capacity  and  helped  him  to  compare  the  copy  with  the  original  and  knew 
it  to  be  correct  and  knew  the  seal  of  the  court,  it  was  held  sufficient :  Pickard  v. 
Baileg,  6  Fost.  152. 

Ag  to  exemplifications  of  judgments  and  other  records  under  the  Acts  of 
Congress  it  has  been  held  sufficient  that  the  presiding  judge  should  certify  that 
the  clerk  wos^udft^it  the  date  of  the  certificate :  Merritoeather  v.  Garven,  2  Port. 
199;  Johnson  v.  Howe,  2  Stew.  27.  The  certificate  of  the  presiding  judge  is 
sufficient  evidence  of  the  fact  that  he  holds  that  position :  ffntehinson  v.  Patrick, 
3  Mo.  45.  The  Act  of  Congress,  prescribing  the  mode  of  authenticating  the 
Acta  of  the  several  Legislatures,  declares  that  such  Acts  shall  be  authenticated 
by  haying  the  seal  of  their  respective  States  affixed  thereto.  An  Act  certified 
by  the  Secretary  of  State,  to  which  is  appended  a  certificate  of  the  Governor 
with  the  seal  of  the  State  affixed,  certifying  to  the  of^cial  character  of  the  person 
signing  himself  as  Secretary,  and  that  full  faith  and  credit  are  to  be  given  to 
his  official  acts,  is  not  a  compliance  with  the  Act  of  Congress :  La  Fayette  Bank 
V.  Stone,  1  Scam.  424.    Where  one  State  court  is  abolished  and  its  jurisdictioo 

*  Where  copies  are  made  evidence  by  statute,  the  mode  of  authentication  must 
be  strictly  pursued.  The  copy  may  be  strictly  accurate,  yet  if  the  certificate  be 
defective,  it  is  of  no  avail :  Smith  v.  United  States,  5  Peters  292.  A  copy  is 
not  admissible  upon  the  certificate  of  the  officer  having  the  custody  of  the  docu- 
ment unless  the  law  authorizes  him  to  certify  copies:  Strother  v.  Christy,  2  Mo. 
148  ;  State  v.  Cake,  4  Zabriskie  674.  If  the  law  does  not  authorise  an  instru- 
ment to  be  recorded,  a  certified  copy  will  not  be  admissible:  Caale  v.  Harrington, 
7  Har.  &  Johns.  147  j  Haile  v.  Palmer,  5  Mo.  403  j  Webster  v.  Harris,  16  Ohio 
490;  New  York  Dry  Dock  v.  Hicks,  5  McLean  111.  A  deed  proved  in  1803 
before  the  Mayor  of  Wilmington,  Delaware,  and  certified  under  the  corporate 
seal  of  the  city,  is  admissible  in  evidence  without  proof  of  the  identity  of  the 
impression:  Duffey  v.  The  Congregation,  12  Wright  46. 

The  Acts  of  Congress,  making  transcripts  from  the  departments  at  Washington 
evidence  against  public  debtors  are  valid,  but  the  mode  of  authentication  must 
be  strictly  pursued :  United  States  v.  Harrill^  1  McAll.  C.  C.  243. 
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oat  such  copies;  but  the  chirograph  is  not  evidence  of  the  levying 
of  a  fine  with  proclamations,  as  the  officer  is  not  appointed  to  make 

is  transferred  to  another  court,  the  clerk  and  presiding  judge  of  the  latter  court 
are  competent  to  authenticate  the  records  of  the  former  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed by  the  Act  of  Congress  so  as  to  make  them  admissible  in  eyidence  in  the 
courts  of  another  State :  Capen  v.  Emery,  5  Mete.  436.    The  office  copy  of  a 
deed  in  another  State  is  such  a  record  as  must  be  authenticated  under  the  Act 
of  Congress,  to  make  it  evidence :  Fennel  v.  Wtyani,  9*  Ilarring.  502.     A  certifi* 
cate  of  a  clerk  of  the  court  of  another  State,  under  his  private  seal,  if  he  certi- 
fies that  there  is  no  seal  of  the  court,  and  the  presiding  judge  certifies  that  the 
certificate  is  in  due  form,  is  good :  Strode  v.  Churchill,  2  Litt.  75.    A  court  is 
not  prohibited  from  receiving  a  record,  although  not  certified  according  to  the 
Act  of  Congress,  if  proved  as  a  foreign  record  :  Lathrop  v.  Blake,  3  Barr  483  ; 
Duvall  ▼.  Elli8,  13  Mo.  203 ;  Settle  v.  Allison,  8  Ga.  201.    Any  State  may  pre- 
scribe rules  for  the  authentication  of  judicial  records,  in  order  to  make  them 
admissible  in  evidence,  provided  such  rules  are  not  inconsistent  with  the  Acts 
of  Congress  on  this  subject,  and  a  record  is  admissible  which  conforms  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Acts  either  of  Congress  or  of  the  Legislature  of  the  State  in 
which  the  record  is  sought  to  be  used  in  evidence :  Ordway  v.  Canroe,  4  Wis. 
45 ;  Kingman  v.  Cowler,  103  Mass.  283.    To  let  in  the  exemplification  of  the 
probate  of  a  will  in  the  courts  of  Alabama,  under  the  Act  of  Congress,  no  par- 
ticalar  form  of  certificate  is  necessary.    If  the  record  is  attested  by  the  clerk, 
and  his  attestation  is  certified  by  the  presiding  judge  to  be  in  due  form,  it  is 
immaterial  how  the  attestation  is  made:    White  v.  Stother,  11  Ala.  720.    A 
document  attested  bj  the  clerk  of  a  court  with  its  seal,  and  the  certificate  of  its 
presiding  judge  and  called  an  **  exemplified  copy"  is  competent  evidence  of  the 
judgment  described  in  it  under  the  Act  of  Congress,  though  it  may  not  conform 
to  the  mode  of  common  law  or  in  the  State  where  the  judgment  was  rendered  : 
Taylor  v.  Carpenter ^  2  Woodb.  k  Min.  1.    The  certificate  to  the  record  of  a 
judgment  rendered  in  one  State  to  be  used  in  another,  by  the  first  justice,  is 
not  sufficient  under  the  Act  of  Congress,  unless  it  appear  that  the  first  justice 
ia  the  chief  justice  or  presiding  magistrate:  Hudson  v.  Dailey,  13  Ala.  722; 
Stewart  v.  Gray,  1  Hemps.  94.    The  certificate  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  a 
sister  State,  that  one  who  attests  a  copy  of  a  deed  recorded  in  that  State  is 
clerk,  is  not  such  authentication  as  will  authorize  the  reading  of  the  copy  in 
evidence.    It  is  necessary  that  the  certificate  be  by  the  judge,  chief  justice  or 
presiding  magistrate  of  the  court:   Waller  v.  CralU,  9  B.  Monr.  11.    A  copy 
certified  by  a  surrogate  who  acted  as  his  own  clerk,  under  his  official  seal,  but 
without  his  certificate  that  the  attestation  is  in  due  form,  held  not  admissible  in 
evidence:  Catlin  v.  Underhill,  4  McLean  199;  but  with  such  attestation  it  is 
Bofficient:  State  v.  Hinehman,  3  Cas.  479.    The  record  and  judicial  proceedings 
of  a  county  court  in  Virginia  were  certified  by  a  person  who  styled  himself  pre- 
fliding  magistrate  of  the  county,  held  inadmissible,  since  it  did  not  appear  that 
he  was  presiding  magistrate  of  the  court :  Settle  v.  Allison,  8  Ga.  201.    The  cer- 
tificate of  a  judge  to  the  exemplification  of  a  record  of  another  State,  that  the 
attestation  of  a  clerk  is  in  due  form  is  sufficient,  though  he  may  not  certify 
directly  to  the  official  character  of  the  clerk  :  Linch  v.  McLemore,  15  Ala.  632. 
The  record  is  not  duly  authenticated  without  a  certificate  that  the  attestation 
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copies  of  them/  So  a  copy  of  a  judgment  made  out,  examined, 
and  indorsed  by  the  clerk  of  the  court,  is  not  in  itself  evidence,  for 

^  B.  N.  P.  229,  230  j  Bl.  Com.  409,  b ;  Com.  Dig.  Ev.  JL.  (2) ;  Chettle  v.  Pound, 
Trin.  Ass.  1700;  Bac.  Ab.  Ev.  F. ;  Doe  v.  Bluck,  6  Taunt.  (1  E.  C.  L.  R.)  486. 
But  now,  by  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  70,  all  fines  are  to  be  conclusively  deemed  to  have 
been  levied  with  proclamations,  unless  in  the  case  of  lands  held  at  the  passage 
of  the  Act  under  a  title  adverse  to,  or  inconsistent  with,  the  operation  of  the 
fine,  in  which  case  it  is  incumbent  on  the  party  alleging  the  fine  to  have  been 
levied  with  proclamations  to  prove  it. 

of  the  clerk  is  in  due  form :  Trigg  v.  Conway,  1  Uemps.  538  j  Wilhum  v.  EM, 
16  Mo.  426;  Thompson  v.  Manrow,  1  Cal.  428;  Shoion  v.  Barr,  11  Ired.  296. 
The  form  of  the  certificate  attesting  the  judgment  of  a  court  of  another  State 
depends  on  the  usage  of  the  State  whence  the  record  comes ;  and  if  the  judge 
certifies  that  it  is  in  due  form,  this  will  be  sufficient  without  setting  out  the 
form  :  Regan  v.  McCormick,  4  Harring.  435;  Lewis  v.  SutUffj  2  Qreen  186 ; 
Schoonmaker  v.  Lloyd,  9  Rich.  (Law)  173.  Where  the  judge  is  described  as 
judge  of  the  court,  without  saying  that  he  is  the  judge  or  the  sole  judge,  where 
there  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  the  record  produced  to  show  that  the  court  is 
composed  of  more  than  one  judge,  the  authentication  is  sufficient :  Central  Bank 
V.  Veasey,  14  Ark.  672.  As  to  the  judgments  of  justices  of  the  peace  it  has 
been  decided  that  they  are  admissible  if  authenticated  in  the  same  manner  as 
foreign  judgments  are  authenticated :  Mahurin  v.  Bickford,  6  N.  H.  567 ; 
Lawrence  v.  Gaultney,  1  Cheves  7  ;  Gay  v.  Lloyd,  1  Iowa  78.  An  exemplifica- 
tion of  the  record  of  a  judgment  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  a  sister  State,  certi- 
fied according  to  the  Act  of  Congress,  is  competent  evidence  in  Kentucky  :  Scott 
V.  Cleveland,  3  Monr.  62  ;  Railroad  Bank  v.  Evans,  32  Iowa  202.  The  mode  of 
authenticating  the  laws  and  records  of  the  different;  States,  prescribed  by  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  does  not  exclude  the  common  law  method  of  proving 
such  documents:  Karr  v.  Jackson,  28  Mo.  316  ;  Goodwyn  v.  Goodwyn,  25  Ga. 
203.  A  record  certified  under  the  seal  of  a  court  is  evidence  that  it  is  a  court 
of  record :  Smith  v.  Redden,  5  Ilarring.  146.  A  substantial  compliance  with 
the  Act  of  Congress  is  sufficient  in  the  certificate  of  the  presiding  judge  to  a 
transcript  of  a  judgment  rendered  by  a  court  of  another  State:  Thrasher y, 
Ingram,  32  Ala.  645 ;  Pratt  v.  King,  1  Oreg.  49.  The  decree  of  a  Court  of 
Chancery  is  within  the  Constitution  and  Act  of  Congress  respecting  the  mode  of 
authentication  and  the  effect  of  the  record  in  other  States  :  Patrick  v.  Gibbs,  17 
Tex.  275.  The  proceedings  of  the  courts  of  probate  are  judicial  proceedings 
and  may  be  authenticated  under  the  Acts  of  Congress :  House  y.  House,  16  Tex. 
598  ;  Washabaugh  v.  Entriken,  10  Cas.  74  ;  Spencer  v.  Langdon,  21  111.  192.  A 
transcript  of  a  justice^s  record,  merely  certified  by  him,  is  not  evidence  unless 
made  so  by  statute :  Magee  v.  Scott,  8  Cas.  539.  An  attestation  by  a  deputy 
clerk  is  not  sufficient  within  the  Act  of  Congress :  Morris  v.  Patchin,  24  N.  Y. 
394.  Contra,  Stedman  v.  Patchin,  34  Barb.  218.  A  state  may  well  enact  that 
less  proof  of  public  records  than  is  required  by  Act  of  Congress  shall  be  suffi- 
cient :  Parke  v.  Williams,  7  Cal.  247. 

See  further  as  to  authentication  of  records,  English  v.  Smith,  26  Ind.  445  ; 
Winters  v.  Laird,  27  Tex.  616 ;  Sherwood  v.  Houston,  41  Miss.  59  ;  Eberts  ▼. 
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he  is  intrusted  as  to  the  keeping  only  of  records,  and  not  with  the 
making  out  copies  of  them.'  So  where  a  deed  enrolled  is  lost,  a  copy 
of  the  enrolment  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace  is  not  admissible  in  evi- 
dence, for  he  is  empowered  merely  to  authenticate  the  deed  itself  by 
enrolment,  and  not  to  make  out  copies  of  the  enrolment.**  So  an  entry 
in  a  book  of  the  First  Fruits  OflBce,  of  the  collation  and  admission  of 
a  parson  to  a  rectory,  is  secondary  evidence  of  a  return  made  by  the 
bishop  to  a  writ  issued  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  to  the  bishop  to 
ascertain  the  value  of  the  first  fruits  and  twentieths,  the  bishop  having 
discharged  a  public  duty  in  making  the  return,  and  faith  being  given 
that  he  would  perform  that  duty  correctly.*  The  endorsement  of  the 
date  of  enrolment  *is  conclusive  evidence  of  the  enrolment,  p^^^^n 
for  it  is  part  of  the  record.^  ^        J 

«  Bac.  Ab.  Ev.  F. ;  B.  N.  P.  229. 

*  Bac.  Ab.  Ev.  F. ;  and  see  Appleton  v.  Lord  Braybrooke,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  6  5  and  Black  v.  Lord  Brayhrooke,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  7 ;  B.  N. 
P.  229. 

» IrUh  Society  v.  Bishop  of  Berry,  12  CI.  &  F.  641. 

^  The  Kmg  in  aid  of  Reed  v.  Hopper,  3  Price  495,  in  the  case  of  an  enrolment 
of  a  bargain  and  sale.  So  in  cases  of  the  enrolment  of  memorials  of  annuity 
deeds :  Garrick  v.  WUliams,  3  Taant  340 ;  and  deeds  under  the  Mortmain  Acts ; 
I>0€  v.  Lloydy  1  M.  &  G.  (39  E.  0.  L.  R.)  671 ;  Bex  v.  Sewell,  8  Q.  B.  (55  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  161.  And,  by  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  109,  s.  12,  a  certificate  of  enrolment  in 
the  Petty  Bag  Office,  purporting  to  be  sealed  with  the  Chancery  Common  Law 
seal,  and  by  s.  18,  a  certificate  of  enrolment  in  the  Enrolment  Office,  purporting 
or  appearing  to  be  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  Chancery  Enrolment  Office,  shall 
be  admitted  in  evidence  without  further  proof.    These  certificates  are  by  those 

EberU,  5  P.  F.  Smith  110;  Schuylkill  Co.  v.  McCreary,  8  P.  F.  Smith  304; 
Capling  v.  Herman,  17  Mich.  524;  Carber  v.  Hopkins,  41  Vt.  250  ;  Condit  v. 
BlackwaU,  4  Green  193 ;  Robinson  v.  Simmons,  7  Philada.  127 ;  Simons  v.  Cook, 
29  Iowa  324 ;  Coffee  v.  Neely,  2  Heisk.  304 ;  Bennett  v.  Bennett,  Deady  300.  As 
to  what  constitutes  a  record  of  a  judgment,  see  State  y.  Logan,  33  Md.  1 ;  Jay 
V.  Hast  Livermore,  56  Me.  107;  Buffington  y.  Cook,  39  Ala.  64 ;  Knapp  y.  Abell^ 
10  Allen  485  ;  McCormick  v.  Leaver,  22  Md.  187  ;  Evans  y.  Reid,  2  Mich.  N. 
P.  212. 

The  Act  of  Congress  as  to  authentication  of  records  does  not  apply  to  records 
of  the  United  States  Courts:  Adams  v.  Way,  33  Conn.  419.  The  mode  of 
aathenticating  documents  of  the  departments  of  the  United  States  is  governed 
by  the  laws  of  the  United  States  and  by  the  practice  of  such  departments  and 
not  by  the  statute  of  the  State :  Oilman  y.  Riopelle,  18  Mich.  145.  The  certifi^ 
cate  under  seal  of  the  department  of  foreign  affairs  of  a  foreign  government 
proves  itself,  and  is  a  sufficient  authentication  of  any  public  record  of  that 
country :  Stanglein  v.  State,  17  Ohio  St.  453.  An  official  certificate  of  what  is 
contained  in  a  record,  docket,  deed  or  other  instrument  is  not  admissible  unless 
made  so  by  statute :  Jay  v.  East  Livermore,  56  Me  107. 
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Office  copies  of  judicial  proceedings,  other  than  those  last  mentioned, 
that  is,  copies  made  by  the  known  officers  of  the  court,  seem  to  be 
admissible  for  particular  purposes  in  the  same,  but  not  in  another  court.^ 
With  respect  to  causes  depending  in  Chancery,  it  is  said  that  office 
copies  are  the  very  records  of  the  court,  and  prove  themselves,  and 
that  no  other  copy  can  be  produced  therein  ;^  but  such  copies  are  not 
admissible  in  other  courts."^ 

By  various  statutes  also  copies  of  records  and  other  judicial  pro- 
ceedings are  rendered  admissible  in  evidence,  if  certified  by  certain 
r  opoi  ^®^®^s>  *^^  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  *office  or  court. 
L  "'-'  The  first  and  principal  of  these  is  the  statute  relating  to  the 
custody  of  the  public  records,  which,  after  directing  that  all  the  pub- 
lic records,  including  among  others  those  of  the  Courts  of  Chancery, 
Exchequer,  Admiralty,  Queen's  Bench,  Common  Pleas  and  Marshal- 
sea,  shall  be  placed  under  the  care  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  and  a 
deputy  keeper  of  records,  provides  that  copies  of  any  of  these  certified 
by  the  deputy  keeper  of  the  records,  or  one  of  the  assistant  record 
keepers,  and  purporting  to  be  sealed  or  stamped  with  th6  seal  of  the 
Record  Office,  shall  be  admissible  in  evidence  without  further  proof." 

sections  directed  to  be  made  on  the  instrument  and  to  state  the  day  of  enrol-* 
ment,  of  which  the  certificate  is  also  made  evidence.  A  memorandum  of  en- 
rolment of  a  lease,  on  the  margin  of  the  lease,  signed  **A,  B.^  Auditor,^*  is 
sufficient  proof  that  the  lease  has  been  enrolled  with  the  auditor  of  the  Duchy 
of  Lancaster :  Kinnershf  v.  Orpe^  1  Doug.  66. 

^  In  general,  an  office  copy  is  admissible  in  evidence  in  the  same  court  and  in 
the  same  cause,  but  not  in  a  difiPerent  cause,  though  in  the  same  court :  per  Lord 
Mansfield,  in  Denn  v.  Fulford,  Burr.  1177 ;  Pitcher  v.  King,  1  Car.  &  K.  (47  E. 
C.  L.  K.)  655.  Of  course,  when  a  writing  is  admitted  under  a  judge^s  order  to 
be  a  true  copy,  it  is  admissible  without  further  proof:  Davies  v.  Davies,  9  Car. 
&  P.  {38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  252. 

»  Denn  v.  Fulfordy  Burr.  1177. 

»  1  Bl.  289 ;  Blacky,  Lord  Braybrooke,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  7 ;  and  it 
is  said  to  have  been  held  at  nUi  priua  that  upon  the  trial  of  an  issue  out  of 
Chancery,  office  copies  of  depositions  in  Chancery  in  the  same  cause  were  not 
receivable :  Bumand  v.  Nerot,  1  C.  &  P.  (12  E.  C.  L.  R.)  678  ;  but  see  the  opinion 
of  Littledale,  J.,  in  Highfield  v.  Peake^  M.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  109  ;  Vol.  II., 
tit.  Office  Copy. 

**  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  94,  s.  13.  Though  all  the  records  then  existing  in  the  various 
courts  were  transferred  by  this  statute,  yet  the  future  were  not  at  once ;  but  a 
provision  is  contained  in  the  Act  (s.  3)  by  which  the  accumulating  records  of 
the  age  of  twenty  years  may  from  time  to  time  be  brought  under  the  custody  of 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls.  The  statute  is  more  fully  referred  to,  ante,  p.  255, 
where  the  particular  records  ir<)ntioned  in  it  are  specified.  The  clauses  which 
provide  for  the  making  of  copies  are  ss.  12  and  13,  and  they  provide  (s.  12), 
'*  That  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  or  Deputy  Keeper  of  the  Records  may  allow 


HOW    PROVED — OFFICE   COPY.  262 

The  recent  statute,^  likewise,  for  the  regulation  of  the  Petty  Bag 
Office,  and  the  practice  of  the  Common  Law  side  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  and  the  Enrolment  Office  in  Chancery  provides  that   a 
copy  of  any  document,  sealed  with  the  Common  ♦Law,'*  or 
Enrolment  Office  Seal,  shall  be  deemed  a  true  copy,**  and  be   ^         ^ 

copies  to  be  made  of  any  records  in  the  custody  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  at 
the  request  and  cost  of  any  person  desirous  of  procuring  the  same ;  and  any 
copy  so  made  shall  be  examined  and  certified  as  a  true  and  authentic  copy  by 
the  Deputy  Keeper  of  the  Records  or  one  of  the  Assistant  Record  Keepers  afore- 
said, and  shall  be  sealed  or  stamped  with  the  seal  of  the  Record  Office,  and  de- 
livered to  the  party  for  whose  use  it  was  made."  And  (s.  13)  ^Hhat  every  copy 
of  a  record  in  the  custody  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  certified  as  aforesaid,  and 
purporting  to  be  sealed  or  stamped  with  the  seal  of  the  Record  Office  shall  be 
received  as  evidence  in  all  courts  of  justice,  and  before  all  legal  tribunals,  and 
before  either  House  of  Parliament,  or  any  Committee  of  either  House,  without 
any  further  or  other  proof  thereof,  in  every  case  in  which  the  original  record 
could  have  been  received  there  as  evidence.'' 

•12&13  Vict.  c.  109. 

>*  Sect.  11  having  directed  that  a  Chancery  Common  Law  seal,  of  which  all 
courts  are  to  take  judicial  notice,  shall  be  provided,  s.  13  enacts  that  every  office 
copy  issued  shall  be  sealed  with  the  said  Chancery  Common  Law  seal,  and  **  That 
every  document  sealed  with  such  seal,  and  purporting  to  be  a  copy  of  any  record, 
or  other  document  of  any  description,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  true  copy  of  such 
record  or  other  document,  and  shall,  without  further  proof,  be  admissible  and 
admitted  and  received  in  evidence,  as  well  before  either  House  of  Parliament,  as 
also  before  any  committee  thereof,  and  also  by  and  before  all  Courts,  Tribunals, 
Judges,  Justices,  Officers,  and  other  persons  whomsoever,  in  like  manner,  and 
to  the  same  extent  and  efifect  as  the  original  record,  or  other  document  would  or 
might  be  admissible,  or  admitted,  or  received,  if  tendered  in  evidence,  as  well 
for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  contents  of  such  record  or  other  document,  as 
also  proving  such  record  or  other  document  to  be  a  record  or  document  of,  or 
belonging  to,  the  said  Court  of  Chancery,  but  not  further  or  otherwise." 

^  Sect.  17  directs  a  seal  or  stamp  to  be  provided,  of  which  all  courts  shall  take 
judicial  notice;  sect.  19  enacts,  "that  every  document  or  writing,  sealed  or 
stamped,  or  purporting  or  appearing  to  be  sealed  or  stamped  with  the  said  seal 
of  the  Chancery  Enrolment  Office,  and  purporting  to  be  a  copy  of  any  enrolment 
or  other  record,  or  of  any  other  document  or  writing  of  any  description  whatso- 
ever, including  any  drawings,  maps,  or  plans  thereunto  annexed  or  endorsed 
thereon,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  true  copy  of  such  enrolment,  record,  document, 
or  writing,  and  of  such  drawing,  map,  or  plan  (if  any)  thereunto  annexed,  and 
shall,  without  further  proof,  be  admissible  and  admitted  evidence,  as  well  before 
either  House  of  Parliament,  as  also  before  any  committee  thereof ;  and  also  by 
and  before  all  Courts,  Tribunals,  Judges,  Justices,  Officers,  and  other  persons 
whomsoever,  in  like  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  and  efiPect  as  the  original 
enrolment,  record,  document  or  writing,  could  or  might  be  admissible  or  ad- 
mitted in  evidence,  as  well  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  contents  of  such  en- 
rolment, record,  document,  or  writing,  and  the  drawing,  map,  or  plan  (if  any) 
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admissible  in  evidence  to  the  same  ^extent  and  effect  as  the 
^  -I  original.  By  the  recent  Bankrapt  Act/  any  proceedings  ap- 
pearing to  be  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  Bankruptcy  Court  or  irrit- 
ings  purporting  to  be  copies  and  to  be  so  sealed,  are  to  be  admitted 
in  all  courts  as  evidence ;  and  a  provision'  is  also  made  that  all  fiats 
and  proceedings  entered  of  record  before  2  &  3  Will.  IV.,  c.  114,  or 
purporting  to  have  been  sealed  before  the  commencement  of  this 
Act  with  the  seal  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  theretofore  in  use,  or 
a  writing  purporting  to  be  a  copy  of  any  such  document  and  to  have 
been  so  sealed,  and  in  the  case  of  any  fiat  and  proceedings  entered 
of  record  before  the  passing  of  the  last-mentioned  Act,  with  the  cer- 
tificate thereon  purporting  to  be  *signed  by  the  person  duly 
L  *"  -I  authorized  to  enter  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  or  by  his 
deputy,  shall  be  received  as  evidence.  By  the  Insolvent  Debtor's 
Act,  also,^  copies  of  the  petition  and  other  proceedings  purporting  to 

thereunto  annexed,  as  also  proving  such  enrolment,  record,  dooument,  or  writing 
to  be  an  enrolment,  record,  document,  or  writing,  of,  or  belonging  to  the  said 
Court  of  Chancery,  and  that  such  enrolment,  record,  document,  or  writing  was 
made,  acknowledged,  prepared,  filed,  or  entered  on  the  day  and  at  the  time 
when  the  original  record,  document,  or  writing,  shall  purport  to  have  been 
made,  acknowledged,  prepared,  filed,  or  entered." 

'  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106,  8.  236,  which  provides,  '^  That  any  fiat,  petition  for  ad- 
judication of  bankruptcy,  petition  for  arrangement  between  a  debtor  and  his 
creditors,  assignment,  appointment  of  assignees,  certificate,  deposition,  or  other 
proceeding  or  order  in  bankruptcy,  or  under  any  such  petition  for  arrangement, 
appearing  to  be  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  court,  or  any  writing  purporting  to 
be  a  copy  of  any  such  document,  and  purporting  to  be  so  sealed,  shall  at  all 
times  and  on  behalf  of  all  persons,  and  whether  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  or 
otherwise,  be  admitted  in  all  courts  whatever  as  evidence  of  such  documents 
respectively,  and  of  such  proceedings  and  orders  having  respectively  taken 
place,  or  been  made,  and  been  deemed  respectively  records  of  the  court,  without 
further  proof  thereof;  and  no  such  document  or  copy  shall  be  receivable  in 
evidence  unless  the  same  appear  to  be  so  sealed,  except  where  otherwise  pro- 
vided by  this  Act." 

*  Section  236.  ''  Provided  always,  that  all  fiats  and  proceedings  under  the 
same  which  may  have  been  entered  of  record  before  the  passing  of  the  Act  (2  & 
3  Will.  lY.  0. 114),  or  purporting  to  have  been  sealed  before  11th  October  1849, 
with  the  seal  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  theretofore  in  use,  or  a  writing  pur- 
porting to  be  a  copy  of  any  such  document,  and  purporting  to  have  been  so 
sealed,  shall  and  may,  i\pon  the  production  thereof,  and  in  the  case  of  any  fiat 
or  proceedings  so  entered  of  record  before  the  passing  of  the  last-mentioned  Act, 
with  the  certificate  thereon  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  person  duly  author- 
ized to  enter  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  or  his  deputy,  be  received  as  evidence 
of  the  same  and  of  the  same  having  been  duly  entered  of  record,  and  of  such 
proceedings  having  respectively  taken  place." 

1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  8.  L05.    ^^That  a  copy  of  such  petition,  vesting  order, 
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be  certified  by  the  officer  in  whose  custody  they  are,  or  his  deputy, 
and  to  be  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  court,  are  rendered  sufficient 
evidence;  and  a  somewhat  similar  provision  is  contained  in  the  County 
Court  Act." 

Thirdly^  Sworn  copies.  Not  only  records,  but  all  public  docu- 
ments which  cannot  be  removed  from  one  place  to  another,  may  be 
proved  by  meaes  of  a  copy  proved  on  oath  to  have  been  examined 
with  the  original.  This  is  to  be  considered  as  a  deviation  from  the 
general  rule,  that  the  best  evidence  must  always  bo  produced  for  the 
sake  of  public  convenience.  All  judicial  proceedings,  whether  in 
British  or  foreign  courts,*  may  be  proved  by  means  *of  a  r+oefti 
sworn  copy,  although  it  be  not  an  office  copy  ;*  and  whether 

schedule,  order  of  adjudication,  and  other  orders  and  proceedings  purporting 
to  be  signed  bj  the  officer  in  whose  custody  the  same  shall  be,  or  his  deputy, 
certifying  the  same  to  be  a  true  copy  of  such  petition,  vesting  order,  schedule, 
order  of  adjudication,  or  other  proceeding,  and  purporting  to  be  sealed  with 
the  seal  of  the  court,  shall  at  all  times  be  admitted  in  all  courts  and  places 
whatever  as  sufficient  evidence  of  the  same,  without  any  proof  whatever  given 
of  the  same." 

■  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95,  8.  Ill,  enacts,  "That  the  clerk  of  every  court  holden 
under  this  Act  shall  cause  a  note  of  all  plaints  and  summonses,  and  all  orders, 
and  of  all  judgments  and  executions,  and  returns  thereto,  and  of  all  fines,  and 
of  all  other  proceedings  of  the  court,  to  be  fairly  entered  from  time  to  time  in 
a  book  belonging  to  the  court,  which  shall  be  kept  at  the  office  of  the  court ; 
and  such  entries  in  the  said  book,  or  a  copy  thereof,  bearing  the  seal  of  the 
court,  and  purporting  to  be  signed  and  certified  as  a  true  copy  by  the  clerk  of 
the  court,  shaU  at  all  times  be  admitted  in  all  courts  and  places  whatsoever  as 
evidence  of  such  entries,  and  of  the  proceeding  referred  to  by  such  entry  or 
entries,  and  of  the  regularity  of  such  proceeding  without  any  further  proof.'* 

*  AppleUm  V.  iord  Braybrooke,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  6 ;  6  M.  &  S.  34. 
In  an  action  on  judgments  recovered  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Jamaica,  the 

.  plaintiff  produced  merely  paper  writings,  purporting  to  be  copies  of  the  judg- 
ments, subscribed  "true  copy,"  and  signed  "jP.  S.,  clerk,"  to  which  were 
annexed  several  certificates :  first,  of  F,  S,  under  his  hand  and  seal  of  office, 
certifying  that  the  above  were  true  copies  of  the  original  judgments  of  record 
in  his  office,  and  that  the  same  were  still  unsatisfied ;  secondly,  a  certificate  of 
R.  JR.,  described  as  secretary  and  notary  public,  certifying  that  F,  S,  was  an 
accredited  clerk,  &c. ;  the  third  from  the  Governor-Qeneral,  under  the  seal  of 
the  island,  certifying  that  E.  B,  was  secretary,  &c.,  and  that  to  all  acts,  &c., 
signed  by  him,  credit  was  to  be  given ;  the  evidence  was  held  to  be  insufficient, 
without  proving  the  copies  to  have  been  actually  examined;  the  seal  of  the 
island  not  being  affixed  to  the  copy  to  give  it  the  force  of  an  exemplification, 
bat  only  to  authenticate  the  person  certifying  to  be  a  person  to  whom  credit  was 
to  be  given.  So,  where  the  copy  was  proved  to  be  in  the  handwriting  of  one 
who  acted  and  signed  official  documents  for  the  principal  clerk :  Ibid. 

*  Denn  v.  Fulfordj  Burr.  1177 ;  Hard.  119 ;  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  9 ;  16  East  334. 
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the  court  be  a  court  of  record*"  or  otherwise.  The  proceedings  by 
English  bill  in  Chancery  are  not  records,  and  may  themselves  be  given 
in  evidence,*  or  may  be  proved  by  means  of  examined  copies.**  ^ 

But  upon  an  indictment  for  perjury,  assigned  upon  an  answer  in 
Chancery,  the  original  must,  it  has  been  said,  be  produced.'  And 
also,  where  a  voluntary  aflSdavit  has  been  made  by  a  party,'  which 
has  no  relation  to  a  proceeding  in  a  court  of  justice,  to  make  it  evi- 
dence against  the  party  the  original  must  be  produced.  Where  a 
r*^671  ^^'^  *remains  in  Chancery,  by  order  of  the  Court,  a  copy  of 
it  is  evidence,  because  it  becomes  a  roll  of  the  court.* 

The  copy  must  be  one  of  a  complete  record,  for  until  it  becomes  a 
permanent  record  it  is  transferable,  and  the  reason  for  admitting  a 
copy  to  be  evidence  does  not  apply.**  Consequently  a  sworn  copy  of 
a  judgment  in  paper,  although  signed  by  the  Master,  upon  which 
judgment  might  be  taken  out,  is  not  admissible.*     And  to  prove  an 

So  a  grant  of  a  peerage  may  be  proved  by  an  examined  copy  of  the  record  of 
the  patent :  Lord  LaneahorougV s  case,  1  H.  of  L.  Ca.  510. 
^  B.  N.  P.  226. 

*  Bac.  Ab.  Ev.  F.  \ 

*  Bac.  Ab.  Ev.  F. ;  3  Mod.  116. 

*  Ibid. ;  B.  N.  P.  238  ;  for  the  identity  of  the  defendant  must  be  proved ;  but 
qacBre,  whether  this  might  not  be  established  by  admissions  or  otherwise  :  see 
James's  case,  Carth.  220 ;  Hanwell  v.  Lyon,  1  B.  &  A.  182 ;  Ry.  &  M.  (21  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  169 ;  Mortimer  v.  McCallan,  6  M.  &  W.  58  ;  Sayer  v.  Glossop,  2  Ex.  409. 

'  Chambers  v.  Robinson,  Trin.  12  Geo.  1 ;  B.  N.  P.  238  j  Bac.  Ab.  Ev.  F. 
Examined  copies  of  other  affidavits  are  admissible :  James's  case,  Carth.  220 ;  Doe 
V.  Wood,  Mann.  Indexl22;  Fees  v.  Bowen,  WL.  &  Y.  383;  and  ante,  p.  227;  note 
(f) ;  unless,  perhaps,  on  an  indictment  for  perjury:  Crook y.  Dowling,  3  Dougl. 
(26  E.  C.  L.  R.)  75. 

«  Keb.  117;  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  67 ;  Bac.  Ev.  F. ;  and  see  12  CL  &  F.  304. 

^  Bac.  Ab.  Ev.  F. ;  B.  N.  P.  228 ;  Ayrey  v.  Davenport,  2  N.  R.  474 ;  Cooke  v. 
MaxweU,  2  Stark.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  183 ;  B.  v.  Thnng,  6  Car.  &  P.  (24  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  507. 

'  Ibid.  So,  to  prove  a  bill  of  indictment  to  have  been  found,  it  is  necessary 
to  show  a  record  with  a  complete  caption :  B,  v.  Smith,  8  B.  &  C.  (15  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  341.    And  see  Porter  v.  Cooper,  1  C.  M.  &  R.  388. 

^  The  proceedings  in  civil  suits  before  justices  of  the  peace  are  within  the 
rule  of  public  books  and  sworn  copies  are  evidence :  Welsh  v.  Crawford,  14  S. 
&  R.  440 ;  Hibbs  V.  Blair,  2  Harris  413 :  Hughes  v.  Jones,  2  Md.  Ch.  178  ;  Jones 
V.  Davis,  2  Ala.  730.  The  Bank  of  the  State  of  Alabama  and  its  branches,  being 
public  property,  its  books  are  public  writings ;  and  where  the  books  themselves 
would  be  evidence  if  produced,  sworn  copies  are  admissible  in  evidence :  Crato- 
ford  V.  Branch  Bank,  8  Ala.  79.  Sworn  copies  of  written  instruments  are 
admissible  when  the  originals  are  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court:  ^.  Louis 
Perpetual  Life  Ins,  Co.  v.  Cohen,  9  Mo.  421. 
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interlocutory  and  final  judgment  and  execution,  an  examined  copy 
of  the  roll  carried  in  must  be  proved;  it  is  not  sufficient  to  produce 
entries  in  the  prothonotary's  book,  and  the  inquisition,  with  the 
prothonotary's  allocatur.^  And,  in  general,  a  mere  minute  book  of 
proceedings  from  levhich  the  record  is  subsequently  to  be  made  up  is 
not  admissible  in  evidence.^  But  where  the  record  cannot  regularly 
have  been  completed,  as  where  the  postea  cannot  have  been  entered 
by  reason  of  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,"  or  where  the  object  is  merely 
to  prove  that  some  judicial  proceeding  has  been  had,  without  respect 
to  any  ulterior  step  in  that  proceeding,  the  record  need  not  be  made 
up.*^  It  is  otherwise  as  to  a  matter  which  occurred  before  the 
*same  court  sitting  under  the  same  commission.  Upon  the  r^cofiQi 
trial  of  Home  Tooke  the  minutes  of  the  court  were  pro- 
duced to  prove  the  acquittal  of  Hardy.® 

The  copy  should  be  of  the  whole  record,  or  of  so  much  at  least 
as  concerns  the  matter  in  question,!*  and  moreover  it  should  be  an 
exact  copy,  and  therefore  if  it  contains  abbreviations,  and  the  original 
be  written  in  words  at  length,  it  will  be  inadmissible.^ 

A  book  published  by  authority  in  a  foreign  country,  as  a  regular 
copy  of  treaties  concluded  by  the  State,  is  not  evidence  without 
proving  it  to  have  been  compared  with  the  original  archives.' 

*  Godcfroy  v.  Jay,  3  C.  &  P.  (14  E.  C.  L.  R.)  192.  The  day-book  kept  at 
the  office  is  not  evidence  of  the  date  of  signing  judgment :  Lee  v.  Meecock,  5  Esp. 
C.  177. 

>  R,  V.  SmUhy  8  B.  &  C.  (15  E.  C.  L.  R.)  341 ;  Porter  v.  Cooper,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E. 
C.  L.  R.)  354 ;  E.  V.  Bellamy,  Ry.  &  M.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  171 ;  E.  y: Birch,  3  Q.  B. 
(43  £.  C.  L.  R.)  431.  Thus  the  minute-book  of  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  is 
not  evidence  as  to  the  trial  of  an  indictment :  E,  v.  Thring,  5  Car.  &  P.  (24  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  507.  Or  an  appeal :  E,  v.  Ward,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  366 ;  unless  in 
the  latter  case  it  be  the  only  record  :  E,  v.  YeoveUy,  8  Ad.  &  £.  (35  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
806 ;  Reg,  v.  Mortlock,  7  Q.  B.  (53  E.  C.  L.  R.)  459. 

-  E.  V.  Browne,  3  C.  &  P.  (14  E.  C.  L.  R.)  572. 

»  B.  N.  P.  234 ;  Pittrni  v.  Walter,  1  Str.  162 ;  Fisher  v.  Kitchingman,  Willes  367 ; 
B,y.  Gordon,  Car.  &  M.  (41  E.  C.  L.  R.)  410. 

•  Uow.  St.  Tr.  vol.  XXV.,  p.  446. 

»  Tri.  P.  P.  166 ;  3  Inst  173 ;  Eeg.  v.  Baynes,  1  Car.  &  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
70 ;  Blower  v.  Hollis,  1  C.  &  M.  396 ;  Leake  v.  Marquis  of  Westmeaih,  2  M.  & 
Rob.  397 ;  Attwood  v.  Taylor,  1  M.  A  G.  (39  E.  C.  L.  R.)  289. 

9  Eeg.  V.  Christian,  Car.  &  M.  (41  E.  C.  L.  R.)  388.  Upon  an  indictment  for 
peijury  on  an  affidavit  in  a  cause  in  Chancery,  a  witness  produced  an  office  copy 
of  the  bill,  containing  abbreviations,  for  instance,  "  possd  of  cnsidble  perl  este,'^ 
and  all  the  dates  in  figures ;  he  stated  that  it  was  a  copy,  but  that  in  the  original 
the  words  and  figures  were  at  length.  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  held  that  the  copy 
in  this  respect  being  unlike  the  original  was  not  admissible. 

'  Eichardson  v.  Anderson,  1  Camp.  65. 
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It  is  a  general  rule,  that  whenever  the  original  is  of  a  public  na- 
ture, a  sworn  copy  is  admissible  in  evidence.  And  that  whenever  the 
thing  to  be  proved  would  require  no  collateral  proof  upon  its  produc- 
tion, it  is  provable  by  a  copy.'  But  where  the  document  when  pro- 
duced would  require  support  from  collateral  proof,  it  has  been  thought 
that  a  copy  of  it  is  not  admissible,  and  therefore,  where  an  applica- 
tion was  made  that  an  original  examination  before  a  magistrate  might 
be  produced  upon  the  trial  of  a  cause,  it  was  ordered  because  the  ex- 
amination, if  produced,  would  not  in  itself  be  evidence,  without  proof 
of  the  handwriting  of  the  party. ^  But  an  examined  copy  of  an  entry 
r*98Q1  ^^  ^^^  bank  books,  and  evidence  by  a  person  who  "^had  in*- 
spected  the  entry  in  them,  that  the  handwriting  of  the  ac- 
ceptance of  a  transfer  of  stock  was  that  of  the  defendant,  was  held 
admissible  to  prove  the  acceptance  of  the  stock  by  him,  and  his  iden- 
tity, without  producing  the  books  themselves.^ 

Sworn  copies  of  the  following  documents  have  been  received  in 
evidence : — 

Of  a  bank-note  filed  at  the  Bank.' 

Of  the  transfer-books  of  the  Bank  of  England.^ 

Of  transfer-books  of  the  East  India  Company.' 

Of  the  books  of  the  City  of  London.* 

Of  court-rolls  under  the  hand  of  the  steward.** 

Of  the  journals  of  both  Houses  of  Parliament.' 

Of  the  minute-books  of  the  House  of  Lords.* 

"  Hoe  v.  Ndthorpy  Lord  Raym.  154 ;  Lynch  ▼.  ClerkCj  3  Salk.  153. 

*  R.  V.  Smith,  Str.  126. 

°  Mortimer  v.  McCallan,  6  M.  &  W.  58 ;  and  see  ante,  pp.  227,  note  (/)  266, 
note  (e). 

»  Man  V.  Cary,  3  Salk.  155 ;  12  Vin.  Ab.  97,  99. 

^  Mortimer  v.  McCaUan,  6  M.  &  W.  58.  Before  this  case  it  had  been  held  that 
to  prove  a  transfer  of  stock,  a  copy  from  the  Bank  books  must  be  produced ;  the 
testimony  of  the  broker  who  effected  the  transfer  is  insufficient :  Breton  v.  Cope, 
Executor,  Peake  43 ;  and  see  Douglas  593,  n.  Such  copies,  when  proved  to  be 
80,  are  direct  evidence ;  and  the  court,  for  the  sake  of  example,  would  not  allow 
the  books  themselves  to  be  read :  Marsh  v.  Collnet,  2  Esp.  665. 

■  Doug.  593  J  1  Str.  646. 

*  2  Str.  954,  955. 

^  Doug.  593,  163 ;  12  Mod.  24. 

<>  Doug.  593 ;  Cowp.  17 ;  Str.  126.  By  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  113,  s.  3,  copies  of  the 
Journals,  purporting  to  be  printed  by  the  printers  to  the  Queen  or  either  House 
of  Parliament,  are  made  evidence. 

*  1  Cowp.  17. 
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Of  811  agreement,  from  a  book  in  the  Bodleian  Library,  fronl  which 
books  cannot  be  removed.* 

Of  the  probate  of  a  will  relating  to  personalty.' 

Of  a  parish-register.' 

Of  a  poll-book  at  an  election.^  r*2701 

*0f  a  public  book  intone  of  the  universities.* 

Of  entries  in  the  council-book  in  the  Secretary  of  State's  OflSce.^ 

Of  the  enrolment-book,  in  which  leases  are  registered  in  the  Bish- 
opric of  Durham.^ 

Of  documents  in  the  nature  of  muniments  of  title  of  the  Crown, 
deposited  in  the  office  of  her  Majesty's  Land  Revenue  Records  and 
Enrolments,  pursuant  to  stat.  2  Will.  IV.,  c.  1." 

Of  books  of  the  commissioners  of  excise.*^ 

Of  books  of  assessments  by  the  commissioners  of  land  tax.^ 

Although,  for  the  sake  of  public  convenience,  the  copy  of  a  public 
document  is  admitted  in  evidence  as  an  original,  a  copy  of  a  copy  is 
of  no  weight  whatsoever,  since  it  is  one  step  farther  removed  from  the 
original.^ 

The  copy  must  be  proved  by  one  who  swears  that  he  has  compared 
it  with  the  original,^  taken  from  the  proper  place  of  deposit.  It  was 
formerly  thought  sufficient  for  this  purpose,  either  that  the  witness 
should  have  read  the  ""copy  whilst  another  read  the  original,  r^cOT-i  -i 
or  vice  versdy*  for  it  would  not  be  presumed  that  a  person  wil- 

*  Bun.  191  ;  Dowries  v.  Moreman,  2  Gwill.  659 ;  this^  however,  was  considered 
as  an  indulgence  under  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  case. 
»  3  Salk.  154 ;  Hoe  v.  Naihorp,  1  Ld.  Raym.  164. 
«  Man  V.  Gary,  3  Salk.  154 ;  Str.  1073,  s.  c. 
"»  Mead  v.  Robinson^  Willes  i'22. 

»  Semble,  8  T.  R.  307.  *  Eyre  v.  Palsgrave^  2  Camp.  606. 

'  Humble  V.  HunU  Holt's  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  601. 

■  Doe  dent.  King  William  IV,  v.  Roberta^  13  M.  &  W.  520.  And  a  copy  of  an 
extract  from  a  rental  of  the  Earl  of  Leicester,  who  once  held  the  lands  in  ques- 
tion, whose  estate  had  come  back  to  the  Crown,  found  there,  was  held  evidence 
for  the  same  reason ;  the  original  being  evidence  as  charging  the  receiver :  Ibid. 
So,  expired  leases  of  Crown  lands,  deposited  in  the  same  office,  which  ought  to 
have  been  enrolled  under  10  Geo.  IV.  c.  50,  s.  63,  may  be  proved  (as  evidencing 
acts  of  ownership)  by  examined  copies,  although  they  may  not  have  been  en- 
rolled under  that  act :  Ibid.  And  semble,  when  original  documuents  would  be 
evidence,  and  they  are  kept  among  the  muniments  of  the  Crown  as  evidence  of 
its  title,  copies  are  evidence :  Ibid. 

■  FuUer  v.  Fotck,  Carth.  346.  •  Rex  v.  King^  2  T.  R.  234. 
»  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  7. 

«  Bac.  Ab.  Ev.  F. ;  Str.  401  j  2  Keb.  31,  546 ;  3  Keb.  1,  2  j  10  Co.  92. 

'  Rolfv.  Dartj  2  Taunt  52 ;  McNeel  v.  Perchardj  1  Esp.  264  j  Gyles  v.  HUlj  1 
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fully  misread  the  record;  but  it  has  since  been  determined  that  it  is  not 
sufficient  that  the  witness  holds  the  copj  while  another  reads  the 
record :  there  must  be  a  change  of  hands,  or  the  witness  must  himself 
read  the  copy  with  the  original.'  It  is  not  necessary,  however,  that 
the  record  should  have  been  read  by  the  officer  of  the  court.^  Before 
a  document  can  be  read  as  a  copy  of  a  record,  it  must  be  proved  that 
the  original  either  came  out  of  the  hands  of  the  officer  of  the  court, 
or  from  the  proper  place  of  depositing  the  records  of  the  court  of 
which  it  purports  to  be  a  record,  and  the  contents  of  the  document 
itself  cannot  be  referred  to  in  support  of  such  proof."  The  copy 
must  be  an  accurate  and  complete  one,  not  having  abbreviations  where 
words  were  written  at  length  in  the  original.* 

And  now,  in  order  to  facilitate  the  proof  of  such  document,  it  has 
been  enacted^  ^'  that  whenever  any  book  or  other  document  is  of  such 
a  public  nature  as  to  be  admissible  in  evidence  on  its  mere  production 
from  the  proper  custody,  and  no  statute  exists  which  renders  its  con- 
tents provable  by  means  of  a  copy,  any  copy  thereof  or  extract  there- 
from shall  be  admissible  as  evidence  in  any  court,  &c.,  provided  it  be 
proved  to  be  an  examined  copy  or  extract,  or  provided  it  purport  to 
be  signed  and  certified  as  a  true  copy  or  extract,  by  the  officer  to 
whose  custody  the  original  is  intrusted." 

r*2721       ^'^  ^^P7  ^^  never  admissible  where  the  original  is  produced." 
A  copy  of  an  entry  in  a  ctistomal^  being  offered  in  evidence 
against  a  corporation,  was  rejected  on  production  of  the  original. 

Where  a  record  has  been  lost,  a  copy  may  in  some  instances  be  read 
in  evidence  without  proof  upon  oath  that  it  is  a  true  copy.*  But  to 
warrant  such  evidence  the  document  must  be  according  to  the  rule  of 
the  civil  law,  vetustate  temporis  autjudiciard  cognitione  rohorata}    A- 

Camb.  471 ;  Fyson  v.  JSTemp,  6  Car.  &  P.  (25  B.C.  L.  R.)  72  j  Beid  f.  Margisotiy 
1  Camp.  469. 

■  Slane  Peerage,  5  CI.  &  F.  24 ;  Harrison  v.  Barwell,  10  Sim.  380. 

*  Gyles  v.  Hill,  1  Camp.  471. 

■  Adamthwaite  v.  Singe,  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  183 ;  4  Camp.  372.  In 
order  to  prove  a  copy  of  an  Irish  jadgment,  it  whs  held  to  be  insafiScient  for  the 
witness  to  prove  that  he  compared  the  writing  with  a  record  produced  to  him  in 
a  room  over  the  Four  Courts,  where  the  records  of  the  superior  courts  are  kept, 
without  seeing  whence  the  record  was  taken,  or  knowing  the  person  who  pro- 
duced it  to  be  an  officer  of  the  court. 

«  B.  V.  Christian,  Car.  &  M.  (41  E.  C.  L.  R.)  388 ;  ante,  p.  268,  note  (q). 
y  14  &  16  Vict.  c.  69,  s.  14. 

•  21  How.  St.  Tr.  app.  650. 

•  Vent.  257  ;  1  Mod.  117 ;  Salk.  285  ;  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  18 ;  Bao.  Ab.  Ev.  F. 

*  Dig.  292  J  1  Mod.  117. 
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copy  of  a  decree  of  tithes  has,  it  is  said,  been  often  given  in  evidence 
in  London,  without  proving  it  to  be  a  true  copy,  the  original  having 
been  lost.^  So  the  exemplification  of  a  recovery  of  lands  in  ancient 
demesne,  where  the  original  was  lost,  and  possession  had  gone  a  long 
time  with  the  recovery,  was  admitted  in  evidence.*  So,  where  it  ap- 
peared that  the  records  of  the  city  of  Bristol  has  been  burned,  an  ex- 
emplification of  a  recovery,  under  the  town  seal,  of  houses  in  Bristol, 
was  allowed  in  evidence.' 

Upon  an  ejectment  brought  for  the  recovery  of  a  rectory,  to  which 
a  recusant  had  presented,  it  was  held  that  the  record  of  the  convic- 
tion, which  had  been  burned,  might  be  proved  by  estreats  in  the 
Exchequer,'  and  an  inquisition  of  the  recusant's  lands  returned  there. 
So,  in  trover,  if  a  fieri  facias  or  venditioni  exponas  be  lost,*  ^  other  evi- 
dence is  admissible ;  so,  also,  if  a  recovery  in  ancient  demense  be 
lost,  and  the  roll  cannot  be  found,  it  may  be  proved  by  the  oral  tes- 
timony of  witnesses,  where  the  possession  has  gone  accordingly.**  So, 
where  the  question  of  appropriation  is  in  issue,  and  the  king's  license 
has  been  lost,  the  issue  maybe  proved  by  other  evidence.** 

«  1  Vent.  257  ;  B.  N.  P.  228 ;  see  MacdougaL  v.  Young,  Ry.  &  M.  (21  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  392. 

*  Green  v.  Proude,  1  Mod.  117. 

*  1  Mod.  117. 

'  Knight  v.  DatUer,  Hard.  32:^ ;  2  Salk.  285. 
«  Hard.  323 ;  Al.  18. 

*  1  Vent.  257 ;  2  Str.  1129 ;  2  Burr.  1072 ;  4  T.  R.  514. 
»  Hard.  323. 

'  So  parol  evidence  was  admitted  to  prove  that  a  ca,  sa.  issued,  and  that  the 
sheriff  returned  on  it  **not  found,"  the  ca,  sa,  having  been  lost  or  mislaid: 
Jones  V.  Walker,  2  Hayw.  291 ;  see  also  Buchanan  y.  Moore,  10  S.  &  R.  275.  G. 

And  where  a  fieri  facias  after  it  had  been  levied,  was  accidentally  burnt  in 
the  officer^ s  house,  the  court  directed  a  new  one  to  be  made  out  and  delivered  to 
him :  WhiU  v.  Lovejoy,  3  Johns.  448 ;  see  1  Phill.  £v.  310,  3d  ed.  M. 

Parol  evidence  of  contents  of  record  is  not  admissible  unless  it  is  shown  to  be 
lost  or  destroyed :  Mason  v.  Bullj  26  Ark.  164. 

*  Facts  which  may  have  become  matter  of  record,  may  be  proved  by  secondary 
eWdence,  after  proof  is  given  of  the  existence  and  loss  of  the  record  :  Dillingham 
V.  Snow  tt  al.,  5  Mass.  547  ;  Stoekbridge  v.  West  Stockbridge.  1 1  Ibid.  400 ; 
see  Swift's  £v.  3.  The  certificate  of  a  clerk,  stating  the  loss  of  the  record,  is 
not  evidence  of  the  fact ;  it  must  be  proved  by  oath :  Wilcox  v.  Rag,  1  Hayw. 
410;  Robinson  v.  Clifford,  2  Wash.  C.  C.  Rep.  1.  But  where  it  is  proved  that 
most  of  the  records  of  a  clerk^s  office  have  been  burnt,  and  the  rest  mutilated, 
the  journals  of  the  court  are  evidence:  Cook  v.  Wood,  1  McCord  139  -,  Lyons  v. 
Gregory,  3  Hen.  Ai  Munf.  237,  s.  p.  Parol  evidence,  however,  of  a  conviction 
for  felony  was  held  inadmissible,  in  New  York,  though  it  was  proved  that  the 

17 
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P^nyo-i  Documents  of  a  public  nature,  and  of  public  authority,  '*'are 
generally  admissible  in  evidence,  although  their  authenticity 
be  not  confirmed  by  the  usual  and  ordinary  tests  of  truth,  the  obli- 
gation of  an  oath,  and  the  power  of  cross-examining  the  parties  on 
whose  authority  the  truth  of  the  document  depends.  The  extraordi- 
nary degree  of  confidence  thus  reposed  in  such  documents  is  founded 
principally  upon  the  circumstance  that  they  have  been  made  by  au- 
thorized and  accredited  agents  appointed  for  the  purpose,  and  also 
partly  on  the  publicity  of  the  subject-matter  to  which  they  relate, 
and  in  some  instances  upon  their  antiquity.  Where  particular  facts 
are  inquired  into,  and  recorded  for  the  benefit  of  the  public,  those 
who  are  empowered  to  act  in  making  such  investigations  and  memo- 
rials, are  in  fact  the  agents  of  all  the  individuals  who  compose  the 
public ;  and  every  member  of  the  community  may  be  supposed  to 
be  privy  to  the  investigation.  On  the  ground,  therefore,  of  the  credit 
due  to  the  agents  so  empowered,  and  of  the  public  nature  of  the  facts 
themselves,  such  documents  are  entitled  to  an  exl;raordinary  degree  of 
confidence,  and  it  is  not  requisite  that  they  should  be  confirmed  and 
sanctioned  by  the  ordinary  tests  of  truth;  in  addition  to  this,  it 
would  not  only  be  difficult,  but  often  utterly  impossible,  to  prove 
facts  of  a  public  nature  by  means  of  actual  witnesses  examined  upon 
oath ;  such,  for  example,  as  the  passing  of  particular  Acts  of  Par- 
liament, and  the  making  of  public  surveys.^ 

^  See  further  as  to  the  principles  on  which  public  documents  are  admissible, 
supra,  p.  260 ;  and  see  Slane  Peerage,  5  Gl.  &  F.  24,  pott, 

clerk's  office  hod  been  burnt,  it  being  the  duty  of  the  District  Attorney  to 
deliver  a  transcript  into  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  which  duty  he  must  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  performed,  and  thus  have  furnished  evidence  of  a  higher  order : 
Hilts  V.  Colvin,  14  Johns.  68  2.  M. 

The  docket  entry,  upon  proof  of  the  loss  of  the  other  part  of  the  record,  is 
competent  evidence ;  and  parol  proof  may  be  given  of  the  contents  of  that  part 
of  the  record  which  is  lost :  Harvey  v.  Thomas,  10  Watts  63  -,  see  also  Heirs  of 
Ludloto  V.  Johnston,  3  Ohio  569.  G. 

As  to  oral  evidance  of  lost  records  see  Ravenscroft  v.  Gibony,  2  Mo.  1 ;  Lud- 
low V.  Johnston,  3  Hamm.  553 ;  Pruden  v.  Alden,  23  Pick.  184 ;  Fowler  v.  More^ 
4  Pike  570  j  Nelson  v.  Boynton,  3  Mete.  396;  Bogart  v.  Green,  S  Mo.  116; 
Stewart  v.  Conner,  9  Ala.  803 ;  Baskin  v.  Seechrist,  6  Barr  154 ;  Eakin  v. 
Vance,  10  S.  «k  M.  549 ;  Wing  v.  Abbott,  28  Me.  367 ;  Weatherhead  v.  Basker- 
ville,n  How.  (S.  C.)  ^29•,  James  v.  Biscoe,  5  Engl.  184;  Small  v.  Pennell,  31  Me. 
267 ;  Millard  v.  Hall,  24  Ala.  209.  The  testimony  of  the  clerk  of  the  court 
cannot  be  admitted  to  invalidate  the  transcript  of  a  record  of  a  judgment : 
Shirley  v.  Fearne,  33  Miss.  653.  When  a  record  has  become  illegible  by  lapse 
of  time  the  testimony  of  a  witness  who  had  examined  and  copied  it  while 
legible,  is  properly  received  to  supply  the  defect :  Little  v.  Downing,  37  N. 
H.  355. 
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The  Acts  of  the  Legislature  are  records  written  on  the  rolls  of  Par- 
liament,^ and  are  of  the  highest  and  most  "^absolute  proof.  r*onA-] 
They  are  either  public  or  private.  They  are  public  or  gen- 
eral Acts  when  they  do  or  may  concern  the  kingdom  at  large ;  they 
are  private  when  they  relate  to  a  particular  class  of  men,  or  to 
individuals  only:  of  the  former  class,  are  Acts  which  concern  the 
king,  all  lords  of  manors,  all  officers  generally,  all  spiritual  persons, 
or  all  traders  ;"*  of  the  latter,  are  Acts  relating  to  the  nobility  only, 
or  to  particular  persons  or  traders.*^ 

A  public  statute  requires  no  proof;  and  where  it  is  necessary  to 
refer  to  one,  a  copy  is  not  given  in  evidence,  but  merely  referred  to, 
to  refresh  the  memory.^  Where  the  statute  is  not  in  express  terms 
made  a  public  statute,  it  is  still  such  with  a  view  to  evidence,  if  it  be 
of  a  general  and  public  nature,  affecting  all  the  king's  subjects ;  and 
therefore  it  has  been  ruled  at  the  assizes,  that  a  statute,  '^'as 
far  as  it  related  to  a  public  highway,  was  to  be  considered  ^  ^ 
as  a  public  statute.'^     So  it  is  said  that  the  Act  of  Bedford  Levels, 

^  See  Preface  to  the  Statutes,  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Records.  The 
original  of  a  public  Act  of  Parliament  is  kept  in  the  Parliament  OfiGice,  and  a 
transcript  is  engrossed  and  certified  by  a  clerk  in  Parliament,  and  deposited  in 
the  Rolls  Chapel.  Private  Acts  are  filed  and  labelled,  and  remain  with  th« 
clerk  of  the  Parliament,  and  are  not  (except  a  few  of  the  earlier)  deposited  in 
the  Rolls  Chapel. 

*  It  seems  that  the  distinction  between  pablic  and  private  Acts  was  not  ob- 
served before  the  reign  of  Richard  III.  See  Preface  to  the  new  edition  of  the 
Statutes  at  Large. 

'^  If  a  private  statute  be  recognized  by  a  public  Act,  it  will  afterwards  be 
judicially  noticed :  as  the  Statute  of  Bailbonds,  23  Hen.  YI.  c.  9 ;  which,  at  all 
events,  became  a  public  statute  when  the  statute  4  &  5  Anne,  c.  16,  s.  20,  made 
the  bonds  assignable :  Samuel  v.  Evans,  2  T.  R.  575  ;  Saxby  v.  KirkiM,  B.  N. 
P.  224. 

*  A  printed  statute  book  is  evidence  of  a  public  statute,  not  as  an  authentic 
copy  of  the  record  itself,  but  as  hints  of  that  which  is  supposed  to  be  lodged  in 
every  man's  mind  already :  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  12 ;  2  Salk.  566 ;  10  Mod.  126 ; 
Bac.  Ab.,  £v.  F.  The  Courts  take  notice  of  all  public  Acts  of  Parliament,  and 
it  is  unnecessary  to  plead  them ;  but  private  Acts  must  be  specially  pleaded :  B. 
N.  P.  222;  Lord  Bernard  v.  Saul,  1  Str.  498 ;  Ld.  Raym.  119.  But  although 
public  Acts  will  be  noticed  by  the  court  when  the  party  insists  upon  them  by 
way  of  defence,  the  defence  itself,  when  depending  on  a  statute,  must  be  pleaded 
us  much  as  when  it  depends  upon  the  common  law.  As,  where  a  defendant 
means  to  insist  upon  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  or  the  Statute  of  Usury,  unless 
he  plead  the  defence  specially,  he  cannot  rely  upon  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
in  evidence  under  the  plea  of  non  assumpsit,  nor  upon  the  Statute  of  Usury  upon 
the  plea  of  non  est  factum  to  a  declaration  upon  a  bond :  B.  N.  P.  224.  See  tit. 
DxBT — Deed — Penal  Action — Usury — Hiohwat. 

'  By  Chambre,  J.,  MS.  C.    But  a  private  act  that  concerned  Rochester  Bridge, 
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and  that  for  rebuilding  Tiverton,  are,  from  the  publicity  of  the 
subject-matter,  public  Acts ;  and  that  a  printed  copy  might,  before 
the  recent  Act,  have  been  given  in  evidence.^  On  the  other  hand, 
an  Act  of  Parliament,  private  in  its  nature,  is  not  made  admissible  in 
evidence  against  strangers,  by  the  general  clause  declaring  it  a  public 
Act,  which  only  applies  to  the  forms  of  pleading  and  evidence,  and 
does  not  vary  the  general  nature  aud  operation  of  the  Act.'  A 
power  in  an  Act  *to  levy  tolls  on  all  persons  using  a  particu- 
^  -I  lar  navigation,  is  not  sufficient  to  make  it  a  public  Act  as 
against  strangers.' 

By  the  statute  of  41  Geo.  ill ,  c.  90,  s.  9,  copies  of  the  statutes  of 
Great  Britain  and  Ireland  prior  to  .the  Union,  printed  by  the  printer 
duly  authorized,  shall  be  received  (mutually)  as  conclusive  evidence 
of  the  several  statutes  in  the  cou^rts  of  either  kingdom. 

Where  an  Act  of  Parliament  is  of  a  private  nature,  proof  of  it  is 

though  printed  by  Rastell,  was  not  allowed  in  evidence :  Law  of  Ev.  82,  pi.  14, 
tarn  qu,  A  private  inclosure  Act,  containing  clauses  respecting  public  high- 
ways, is,  as  to  those  clauses,  a  public  Act :  B.  v.  Utterhy^  Lincoln  Spring  Ass. 
1828.  Lord  C.  B.  Parker  permitted  the  printed  statute  concerning  the  College 
of  Physicians  to  be  read  from  the  printed  statute  book,  printed  by  the  King's 
printer:  Oilb.  Law  of  £v.  10,  13 ;  see  further,  Bac.  Ab.,  St.  L.  A  very  learned 
opinion  given  by  Mr.  J.  Holroyd,  when  at  the  bar,  that  an  Act  of  Parliament, 
although  in  other  respects  private,  is,  as  regards  a  public  highway  to  which  it 
refers,  to  be  considered  a  public  Act,  has  in  many  instances  been  acted  upon  by 
magistrates  at  the  sessions.  In  a  late  case,  B»  v.  Stonebeckupj  York  Summer 
Ass.  1839,  on  an  indictment  for  obstructing  a  public  way,  Maule,  B.,  received 
an  award  under  a  local  inclosure  Act  in  evidence,  so  far  as  regarded  a  public 
highway,  set  out  under  the  award.  Where  a  map  of  a  parish  was  made  under 
an  inclosure  Act,  which  was  a  private  Act  and  not  printed,  it  was  not  received 
in  evidence  on  an  indictment  for  non-repair  of  a  highway,  to  show  the  bounda- 
ries of  the  parish,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  the  Act,  although  brought  from  the 
parish  chest:  Reg.  v.  Inhabitants  of  Milton,  1  Car.  &  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  58.  If 
counsel  produce  an  Act,  local  in  its  nature,  stating  that  it  is  to  be  judicially 
noticed,  the  judge  will  do  so  without  requiring  a  copy  printed  by  the  Queen's 
printer:  Fonnan  v.  DaweSj  Car.  So  M.  (41  E.  C.  L.  R.)  127. 

<>  B.  N.  P.  225 ;  per  Holt,  C.  J.,  12  Mod.  216 ;  see  Pothier,  by  Evans,  vol.  ii., 
p.  152. 

'  Such  a  clause  does  not  make  it  notice  to  all  the  world  of  its  contents :  Ballard 
V.  Way,  1  M.  &  W.  520 ;  nor  evidence  against  them  as  to  recitals  or  statements 
therein:  Beaumont  v.  Mountain,  10  Bing.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  404;  I>uke  of  Beau- 
fort V.  Smith,  4  Ex.  450;  Brett  v.  Beales,  M.  A  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  421  j  and 
this  must  be  taken  to  be  the  effect  of  the  decision  in  the  latter  case.  See  BeaU" 
mont  V.  Mountain  and  Woodward  v.  Cotton^  infra.  It  still  remains  a  private  or 
local  and  personal  act :  Cock  v.  Gent,  12  M.  &  W.  234 ;  and  see  Richards  v. 
Easto,  15  M.  &  W.  242. 

■  Brett  v.  Beales,  M.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  421. 
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necessary ;  for  although  every  man  is  bound  to  take  notice  of  all 
Acts  which  concern  the  kingdom  at  large,  he  is  not  presumed  to 
be  cognizant  of  those  which  merely  concern  the  private  rights  of 
another.*^  The  usual  proof  formerly  was  by  means  of  a  copy 
proved  upon  oath  to  have  been  examined  with  the  Parliament 
roll,''  or  it  might  also  be  proved  by  means  of  an  exemplification 
under  the  great  seal.*  And  a  private  Act,  if  it  be  thought  advisable, 
may  still  be  proved  in  this  way.  In  some  cases,  however,  to  facilitate 
proof,  it  was  directed  that  a  copy  printed  by  the  King's  printer  should 
be  admitted  in  evidence;  and  then  the  production  of  acopy  purporting 
to  have  been  so  printed  was  sufiBcient/  Such  proof  having  been  found 
♦extremely  convenient  and  safe  in  practice,  a  general  pro- 
vision has  been  made  by  the  Legislature,  which  has  enacted    ■-         ^ 

*  Bac.  Ab.  Ev.  F. ;  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  13.  See  the  case  of  The  College  of  Physi- 
cians V.  West,  10  Mod.  353. 

*  In  order  to  show  that  a  private  Act,  which  was  not  upon  the  roll,  had  been 
passed,  a  docament  was  produced  by  a  clerk  of  the  House  of  Lords,  headed 
"Lon^  Calendar  of  Acts  passed  from  12  Hen.  VII.  to  33  Geo.  IL,*'  containing 
the  title  of  the  Act  in  question ;  the  earlier  part  of  this  appeared  to  have  been 
compiled  in  1640,  and  it  was  proved  to  have  been  the  practice  to  enter  upon  the 
Long  Calendar  Acts  of  Parliament  as  soon  as  they  had  received  the  royal  assent, 
but  not  before ;  the  Court,  however,  seemed  to  think  that  this  was  no  evidence 
that  the  Act  had  been  passed  :  Doe  dem.  Bacon  v.  Brydges,  6  M.  &  G.  (46  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  282. 

'  See  tit.  Exemplification. 

^  Upon  nul  iiel  record,  pleaded  to  the  Composition  Act,  Holt,  C.  J.,  held,  that 
a  copy  printed  by  the  Ring's  printer  was  not  sufficient,  and  that  an  exemplifi- 
cation was  necessary  ;  but  said,  that  an  Act  printed  by  the  King's  printer  was 
always  good  evidence  before  a  jury  :  Anon.,  2  Salk.  566.  Where  an  indictment 
set  out  the  title  of  an  old  statute  (5  Eliz.  cap.  4),  agreeably  to  Ruffhead,  which 
differed  from  a  copy  of  the  Act  lately  printed  by  the  King's  printer,  the  court 
refused  to  direct  an  acquittal  without  proof  of  an  examination  of  the  Parliament 
roll :  Bex  v.  Barnett,  3  Camp.  344 ;  see  B,  v.  Jefferies,  1  Str.  446. 

'  To  constitute  a  statute  a  public  Act,  it  is  not  necessary  that  it  should  be 
equally  applicable  to  all  parts  of  the  State.  It  is  sufficient  if  it  extends  to  all 
persons  within  the  territorial  limits  described  in  the  statute :  Pierce  v.  Kimball, 
9  Greenl.  54.  If  a  statute  contains  provisions  of  a  private  nature,  as  to  incorpo- 
rate a  bank,  &c.,  yet  if  it  contains  also  provisions  for  the  forfeiture  of  penalties 
to  the  State,  or  for  the  punishment  of  public  offences  in  relation  to  such  bank, 
it  is  a  public  statute :  Boger's  case,  2  Greenl.  303 ;  Crawford  v.  Bank,  6  Ala. 
289.  Acts  prescribing  the  limits  of  counties  and  towns  are  public  Acts,  of  which 
the  courts  are  bound  judicially  to  take  notice :  Comm,  v.  Sringfieldy  7  Mass.  9 ; 
yew  Portland  v.  New  Vineyard,  4  Shep.  69 ;  Gorhdtn  v.  Springfield,  8  lb.  58 ; 
Stephenson  v.  Doe,  8  Blackf.  5()8 ;  Hinckley  v.  Beckmth,  23  Wis.  328 ;  Wright  v. 
Hawkins,  ^  Tex.  452 ;  Whitaker  v.  Eighth  Avenue  B,  B.  Co.,  5  Rob.  650. 
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^'  that  all  copies  of  private  and  local  and  personal  Acts  of  Parliament, 
not  public  Acts,  if  purporting  to  be  printed  by  the  Queen's  printers, 
shall  be  admitted  as  evidence  thereof  by  all  courts,  judges,  justices 
and  others  without  any  proof  being  given  that  such  copies  were  so 
printed."" 

Where  the  printed  copy  of  an  Act  is  incorrect,  the  court  will  be 
guided  by  the  Parliament  roll.*  * 

Where  a  party  appealed  against  an  act  done  by  another  under  a 
private  statute,  it  was  held  that  the  appellant  was  not  bound  to 
prove  an  examined  copy  of  the  roll,  and  that  a  printed  copy  was 
sufficient.*^ 

But  in  many  cases  Acts  of  a  private  nature  contain  a  clause  de- 
claring that  they  shall  be  deemed  to  be  public  Acts,  and  requiring 
them  to  be  judicially  noticed  ;  in  such  cases  it  is  unnecessary  to  prove 
an  examiAed  or  other  copy.^'    And  in  order  further  to  dispense  with 

■  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  113,  8.  3.  By  s.  4,  if  any  person  shall  print  any  copy  of  any 
private  Act,  which  copy  shall  falsely  purport  to  have  been  printed  by  the 
printers  of  the  Crown,  or  if  any  person  shall  tender  in  evidence  any  sach  copy, 
knowing  that  the  same  was  not  printed  by  the  person  or  persons  by  whom  it  so 
purports  to  have  been  printed,  every  such  person  shall  be  guilty  of  felony, 
and  be  liable  to  transportation  or  imprisonment,  and  such  document  may  be 
impounded. 

•  See  E.  V.  Jeferiea,  1  Str.  446  ;  SpHng  v.  Eve,  2  Mod.  240  ;  Price  v.  HoUiSj  1 
M.  &  S.  106. 

^  B.  v.  Shaw,  12  East  479. 

•  Beaumont  v.  Mountain,  10  Bing.  (25  E.  G.  L.  R.)  404 ;  Woodward  v.  Cotton, 
1  C.  M.  &  R.  44. 

^  A  printed  statute  may  be  corrected  by  the  enrolled  bill  filed  in  the  depart- 
ment of  State :  Beed  v.  Clarke,  3  McLean  480. 

'  In  Massachusetts,  all  Acts  incorporating  manufacturing  companies  are,  by 
Stat.  1808,  c.  65,  J  7,  made  public  Acts,  and  as  such  may  be  declared  upon  and 
given  in  evidence,  without  specially  pleading  them.  In  the  same  State  and  also 
in  Virginia  and  Pennsylvania  a  copy  of  private  statutes,  printed  by  order  of  the 
Legislature,  is  admitted  in  evidence  without  any  further  proof:  St.  of  Mass. 
1805,  c.  36  J  Young  v.  Bank  of  Alexander,  4  Cranch  388 ;  Biddia  v.  James,  6 
Binn.  321.  And  in  Virginia  private  statutes  may  be  given  in  evidence  without 
being  specially  pleaded ;  yet  they  must  be  exhibited  to  the  court  as  documents, 
and  are  not  to  be  noticed  judicially  as  public  statutes  are  :  Legrand  v.  Hampden 
Sidney  College,  5  Munf.  324.  In  New  York,  the  printed  statute  book  is  not 
evidence  of  a  private  Act,  but  it  seems  that  the  rule  does  not  apply  to  the  case 
of  a  private  statute  given  in  evidence  by  the  opposite  party,  against  the  party 
for  v^hose  benefit  the  Act  was  passed :  Duncan  v.  Duhoya,  3  Johns.  Gas.  125. 
That  courts  do  not  take  judicial  notice  of  private  statutes,  but  that  they  must 
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proof,  every  Act  made  after  January  Ist  1850,  is  directed  to 
'''be  deemed  a  public  Act,  and  judicially  noticed  as  such,  un-  r>ic07Qn 
less  the  contrary  be  declared.^ 

The  recital  in  the  preamble  of  a  public  Act  of  Parliament  of  a  pub- 
lic fact,  is  evidence  to  prove  the  existence  of  that  fact.  Where  an 
information  for  a  libel  alleged  that  outrages  had  been  committed  in 
particular  parts  of  the  kingdom,  the  preamble  of  a  public  Act  reciting 
the  fact  was  held  to  be  admissible  evidence  to  support  the  averment ; 
for  every  subject  is,  in  contemplation  of  law,  privy  to  the  making  of 
such  an  Act/ 

But  such  a  recital  in  a  private  Act,  even  though  it  contain  a  clause 
declaring  that  it  shall  be  taken  to  be  a  public  Act,  and  judicially 
taken  notice  of  as  such,  is  not  evidence,  generally  speaking,  to  prove 
the  facts  as  against  strangers/  But  as  against  persons  who  were 
parties,  or  claim  through  them,  such  a  recital  will  be  evidence.  It 
may  likewise  be  evidence  of  reputation ;  thus  upon  a  question  as  to 
the  right  of  free  warren  over  an  entire  manor,  with  respect  to  which 
reputation  is  admissible  evidence,  a  private  Act  for  inclosure  of  com- 
mon lands  within  the  manor,  in  the  recital  of  which  the  interest  of 
copyholders  appeared,  and  which  Act  contained  a  proviso  saving 
the  right  of  the  lord  to  free  warren  within  the  manor  in  as  ample  a 
manner  as  the  lord  had  theretofore  enjoyed  it,  was  held  to  be  evi- 
dence to  prove  the  right  against  a  copyholder/  And  a  private  Act 
of  Parliament,  enabling  the  family  of  Kemeys  to  sell  certain  estates, 
and  describing  in  its  recitals  the  relationship  of  certain  members  of 
the  family,  was  held  very  strong  proof  of  that  relation,  so  as  to 
establish  part  of  a  pedigree/  ^ 

*  13  &  14  Vict  c.  21. 

*  E.  V.  Suttauy  4  M.  ib  S.  532 ;  and  see  B.  v.  De  Berenger,  3  M.  &  S.  67. 

'  Brett  y.  BeaUs^  M.  k  M.  (22  £.  C.  L.  R.)  421 ;  Beaumont  v.  Mountain,  1 
Bing.  (25  £.  G.  L.  R.)  404  ;  Duke  of  Beaufort  y.  Smith,  4  Ex.  450. 
«  Earl  of  Carnarvon  v.  Villebois,  13  M.  &.W.  313. 
^  Wharton  Peerage,  12  CI.  &  F.  295. 

be  preyed,  like  other  facts ;  see  also  Portsmouth  Livery  Co,  y.  Watson  et  al.,  10 
Mass.  91  ;  Pearl  y.  Allen,  2  Tjl.  311.  M. 

If  a  statute  of  a  priyate  nature  contain  a  clause  declaring  it  a  public  Act,  it 
will  be  noticed  by  the  courts  as  a  public  Act :  BrookviUe  Ins,  Co,  y.  Records,  5 
Blackf.  170. 

*  The  recitals  in  the  preamble  of  a  priyate  statute  are  evidence  of  the  facts 
recited  as  between  the  State  and  the  party  for  whose  benefit  the  Act  is  passed, 
but  they  are  not  conclusive :  Staie  v.  Beard,  1  Smith  276 :  Fred  Female  Semi- 
nany  v.  StaU,  9  Gill.  379. 
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r*''>791  *A.cts  of  state  may  be  proved  by  a  production  of  the  offi- 
cial printed  documents  authorized  by  government.  The 
Gazette*  is  evidence  of  all  acts  of  State,  and  of  everything  done  by 
the  King  in  his  regal  capacity ;  so  as  to  prove  an  averment  that 
divers  addresses  had  been  presented  to  the  King  ;^  for  having  been 
received  by  the  King  in  his  public  capacity,  they  become  acts  of 
State.  So  the  Gazette  is  evidence  to  prove  the  King's  proclamation^ 
as  for  performance  of  quarantine.  So  the  printed  proclamation  of 
peace  is  evidence,  without  examination  with  the  Parliament  roll.^ 
The  proclamation  for  reprisals  in  the  Gazette  is  evidence  of  an  ex- 
isting war." 

r*oQQ-]       *^^  seems,  however,  that  knowledge  of  a  fact,  although  it 
be  of  a  public  nature  is  not  to  be  conclusively  inferred  from 
a  notification  in  the  Gazette  ;'^  it  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury. 

But  the  Gazette  is  not  evidence  to  prove  a  particular  military  ap- 
pointment^ nor  to  prove  particular  facts  between  individuals,^^  and 

^  A  gazette  purporting  to  be  printed  by  the  King^s  printer,  must  be  taken  to 
be  the  London  Gazette :  E,  v.  Holt,  5  T.  R.  439. 

^  E.  V.  Holtf  5  T.  R.  4.>6.  The  Queen's  proclamation  is  not  noticed  by  the 
court  without  the  production  of  the  Gazette :  Van  Omeron  v.  Dowick,  %  Camp. 
44 ;  12  Vin.  Ab.  129 ;  Dupays  v.  Shepherd,  12  Mod.  216  j  or  a  copy  of  the  pro- 
clamation,  purporting  to  be  printed  by  the  Queen's  printer,  which  is  declared 
to  be  sufficient  evidence :  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  113,  s.  3.  In  a  prosecution  for  murder, 
the  articles  of  war  ought  to  be  produced  to  show  bow  far  the  prisoner  was  bound 
to  obedience  to  the  deceased,  who  was  his  sergeant :  Dupays  v.  Shepherd,  In 
the  case  of  the  Attorney-Gen.  v.  Theakstone,  8  Price  89,  it  was  held  that  the 
Gazette  was  sufficient  evidence  of  a  proclamation  issued  by  the  council,  because 
it  is  a  public  Act  regarding  the  Crown,  and  the  government,  and  must  pass  the 
great  seal  before  it  can  be  admitted  into  the  Gazette.  In  General  Picton^s  case, 
30  How.  St.  Tr.  225,  the  Gazette  was  admitted  to  prove  the  articles  of  capitula- 
tion for  the  surrender  of  an  island. 

»  Bac.  Ab.,  Ev.  F. ;  Doug.  594,  in  n. ;  B.  N.  P.  226 ;  Quech's  case,  14  How.  St 
Tr.  1067. 

^  E.  v.  Holt,  5  T.  R.  443.  Public  notoriety  is,  it  is  said,  sufficient  evidence 
of  the  existence  of  a  war :  Fost.  C.  L.  219 ;  see  E,  v.  De  Berenger,  3  M.  d;  S.  67  ; 
and  11  Yes.  292.  And  a  declaration  of  war  by  a  foreign  government  trans- 
mitted by  the  English  ambassador,  and  produced  from  the  secretary  of  stated 
office,  is  evidence  of  the  commencement  of  war  with  a  foreign  state :  Thdlusson 
V.  Costing,  4  £sp.  C.  266 ;  and  see  1  Dodson,  Ad.  R.  244.  Documents  transmited 
by  British  consuls,  stating  the  arrival  of  vessels  at  particular  ports,  are  not  evi- 
dence :  Eoberts  et  al.  v.  Eddington,  4  Esp.  C.  88 ;  and  see  Wdldron  v.  Coombe, 
3  Taunt.  162. 

■  Harratt  v.  Wise,  9  B.  &  C.  (17  E.  C.  L.  R.)  712. 

•  E.  V.  Gardiner,  2  Camp.  513. 

I*  But  see  E.  v.  Sutton,  4  M.  &  S.  532 ;  where  a  proclamation  offering  a  reward 
for  the  discovery  of  certain  offenders,  which  recited  that  outrages  had  been  com- 
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therefore  it  is  not  evidence  in  an  action  to  prove  the  appointment  of 
one  of  the  parties  to  a  commission  in  the  army,  unless  (at  least)  the 
adversary  refuse  to  produce  the  commission,  which  is  the  best  evi- 
dence;^ nor  where  it  was  alleged  in  a  declaration  that  a  parish  had  been 
divided  into  distinct  parishes  by  order  of  the  King  in  council  under 
58  Geo.  III.,  c.  45,  could  the  order  be  proved  by  producing  the 
Gazette  containing  a  copy  of  it.'  But  it  is  evidence,  as  a  medium  to 
prove  notices;  as  of  the  dissolution  of  a  partnership,  which  is  a 
fact  usually  notified  in  that  manner.  But  without  proof  that  the 
party  to  be  affected  by  the  notice  read  the  particular  Gazette  in 
which  it  is  contained,  such  evidence  is  very  weak.^  And  it  seems  to 
be  incumbent  on  those  who  dissolve  partnership  to  give  special  notice 
of  it  to  those  with  whom '  they  have  had  dealings."  ^  Notices  of 
bankruptcies  in  the  Gazette  are  made  sufficient  by  express  r^cOQii 
^legislative  provisions.     It  is  unnecessary,  it  is  said,  to  give 

mitted  in  certain  districts,  was  admitted  as  evidence  to  satisfy  an  averment  in 
an  information  for  a  libel  that  such  outrages  had  been  committed. 

4  Kirwan  v.  Cockbum,  5  Esp.  233 ;  s.  p.,  B,  v.  Grardnerj  2  Camp.  513. 

'  1  Stark.  Ev.  607,  3d  ed. 

*  Leeson  v.  Holt,  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  186 ;  Graham  v.  Hope,  Peake,  C. 
154;  Godfrey  v.  Macaul^,  Peake,  C.  155,  n.  ;*(7orAam  v.  Thomson,  Peake, 
C.  42. 

*  Leeson  v.  Holt,  1  Stark.  G.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  186 ;  see  Partnirship  ;  and  see 
Graham  v.  Hope,  Peake,  C.  154 ;  Munn  v.  Baker,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  255 ; 
Gorham  y.  Thompson,  Peake,  C.  42. 

*  1  Esp.  C.  171 ;  Chrham  v.  Thompson,  Peake.  0.  42;  Jenkins  v.  Blizard,  1 
Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  418 ;  Kirwan  v.  Kirwan,  2  Cr.  &  M.  617. 

^  Notice  by  advertisement  in  a  newspaper  printed  at  the  place  where  the  part- 
nership business  was  carried  on  has  been  held  sufficient  notice  of  dissolution  as 
to  all  persons  who  had  no  previous  dealings  with  the  firm  :  Ketchum  v.  Clark, 
6  Johns.  144 ;  Graves  v.  Merry,  6  Cow.  701 ;  Shaffer  v.  Snyder,  7  S.  ib  R.  503  ; 
PrmHss  v.  Sinclair,  5  Vt  149  ;  Shurlds  v.  Tilson,  2  McLean  458 ;  Waikinson 
V.  Bank,  4  Whart.  482;  GaUieott  v.  Bank,  1  M*Mull.  209 ;  Mauldin  v.  Bank,  2 
Ala.  502 ;  Simonds  v.  Strong,  24  Y t.  642.  Actual  notice  however  must  be  given 
to  those  who  have  had  such  previous  dealings :  Wardwell  v.  Haight,  2  Barb.  S.  C. 
549  -,  Huichins  v.  Hudson,  8  Humph.  426 ;  C<mro  v.  Iron  Co,,  12  Barb  27.  The 
receipt  by  a  previous  dealer  with  a  firm,  of  a  newspaper  containing  a  notice  of 
the  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  the  dealer  being  a  subscriber  for  the  paper, 
though  a  circumstance  tending  to  prove  notice,  is  not  per  se  sufficient  to  prove  it : 
Huichins  V.  Bank,  8  Humph.  418.  To  constitute  a  person  a  previous  dealer, 
with  a  firm  and  entitled  to  actual  notice  of  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership, 
he  must  have  dealt  directly  with  the  firm  ;  it  is  not  sufficient  that  he  may  have 
dealt  in  paper,  for  which  the  firm  was  responsible :  Ibid. 
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any  evidence  to  authenticate  the  Gazette  produced,  or  show  whence 
it  came.* 

Acts  of  State  in  a  foreign  country,  or  British  colony,  may  be 
proved  by  copies  examined  with  the  original  archives,  or  exemplified 
under  the  great  seal  of  that  country,^  or  by  copies  purporting  to  be 
sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  foreign  State  or  British  colony."  Com- 
mercial regulations  must  be  proved  by  copies  thereof.*  * 

*  B,  V.  Forsyth,  Ruse.  &  R.  274. 

y  Richardson  ▼.  Anderson,  1  Camp.  65,  n. 

■  14  &  15  Vict.  0.  99,  8.  7.  ^^  All  proclamations,  treaties,  and  other  aots  of 
state  of  any  foreign  state  or  of  any  British  colony,"  may  be  proved  in  any 
court,  &o.,  either  by  examined  copies  or  copies  aathenticated,  as  hereinafter 
mentioned ;  that  is  to  say,  they  "  must  purport  to  be  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the 
foreign  state  or  British  colony  to  which  the  original  document  belongs  ;"  "  but 
if  any  of  the  aforesaid  authenticated  copies  shall  purport  to  be  sealed  as  herein- 
before directed,  the  same  shall  be  admitted  in  evidence  in  every  case  in  which 
the  original  document  could  have  been  received  in  evidence,  without  any  proof 
of  the  seal." 

•  30  How.  St.  Tr.  491. 

1  By  the  statute  of  the  United  States  passed  May  26th  1790,  '<The  Acts  of  the 
Legislatures  of  the  several  States  shall  be  authenticated'  by  having  the  seal  of 
their  respective  States  affixed  thereto.'' 

In  conformity  with  the  decisions  on  the  latter  clause  of  this  statute  (see  ante^ 
p.  259),  it  might  be  anticipated  that  the  courts  of  the  United  States  would  hold 
that  the  statute  of  one  State  is  not  admissible  in  evidence  in  the  courts  of  another, 
unless  authenticated  by  the  seal  of  the  State  in  which  it  is  enacted.  It  has  ac- 
cordingly been  held  that  printed  statute  books  not  auUienticated  by  the  seal  of 
the  State  are  not  admissible  evidence  in  any  other  State :  Craig  v.  Brovm, 
Peters  C.  C.  352.  And  this  decision  has  been  followed  in  North  Carolina : 
State  V.  Ihoitfyf  2  Hawks  441.  It  has  been  previously  held,  in  that  State,  that 
the  printed  laws  of  Virginia  were  good  evidence :  Poindexter  v.  Barker,  2  Hay  w. 
173 ;  although  a  statute,  certified  by  the  clerk  of  the  House  of  Delegates,  was 
ruled  not  to  be  evidence :  Mlmore  v.  Mills,  1  Hayw.  360.  In  Pennsylvania,  the 
courts  have  admitted  in  evidence  copies  of  the  statutes  of  other  States  contained 
in  a  book  purporting  on  its  face  to  contain  the  laws  of,  and  to  be  printed  by  the 
printers  of  those  States  :  Thompson  v.  Musser,  1  Dall.  462  *,  one  Judge  dissenting ; 
8.  p.  Biddis  V.  James,  6  Binn.  321 ;  and  in  one  instance  such  evidence  has  been 
rejected :  Comm,  v.  Fraser,  cited  6  Binn.  323.  In  (Massachusetts  and)  Vermont  the 
statute  laws  of  any  one  of  the  United  States,  if  printed  under  the  authority  of 
such  State  are  admitted  in  evidence :  {Bat/nham  v.  Canton,  3  Pick.  Rep.  293) ; 
State  V.  Stade,  1  Chip.  Rep.  303.  The  court  said,  in  that  case,  "^  If  such  an  Act 
be  proved,  agreeably  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  Congress,  the  courts  are 
hound  to  admit  it;  tiiey  may  admit  it,  although  not  so  proved.''  In  Connecticut, 
a  book  of  the  statutes  of  another  State,  printed  by  a  private  printer,  is  not 
admissible  in  evidence :  Bosttoick  v.  Bogardes,  2  Root  250.  Where  the  seal  of  a 
State  is  affixed  to  an  exemplification  of  an  Act  of  the  Legislature,  the  attestation 
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So  certain  things,  besides  Acts  of  Parliament,  printed  6r  pur- 
porting to  be  printed  by  the   Queen's   printer  are  evidence;    thus 

of  a  public  officer  is  not  required :  United  States  v.  JohnSj  4  Dall.  413.  Although 
Id  strictness,  the  Acts  of  the  Legislature  of  other  States  are  (probably)  not 
admissible  in  evidence,  unless  they  are  authenticated  according  to  the  above- 
mentioned  statute  of  the  United  States,  yet  in  practice,  public  statutes  published 
by  authority  of  other  States  are  generally  read  without  objection  in  the  State 
courts.  The  statute  of  another  State  cannot  be  noticed  by  courts  unless  they 
are  pleaded :  PearsaU  et  aL  v.  Dwight,  2  Mass.  Rep.  84 ;  Legg  v.  Legg^  8  Ibid. 
99 ;  Walker  et  al,  v.  Maxwell,  1  Ibid.  104 ;  Beauchamp  v.  Mudd,  Hardin  165  ; 
see  also  Tarlton  v.  Briscoe,  4  Bibb  73 ;  Talbot  v.  David,  2  Marsh.  609 ;  where  it 
was  decided  by  the  Court  of  Kentucky,  that  the  laws  of  a  sister  State  cannot  be 
judicially  noticed  there,  but  must  be  proved.  M. 

The  journals  of  the  Senate  of  New  York,  printed  by  the  State  printer,  and 
laid  on  the  tables  of  members,  are  evidence:  Boot  v.  Kingj  7  Conn.  613.  But 
the  commercial  code  of  France,  which  is  a  written  law,  cannot  be  proved  by  the 
production  of  a  printed  book  admitted  to  be  conformable  to  the  official  edition 
of  the  code  published  by  the  government :  Chamoine  t.  Fowler,  3  Wend.  173 ; 
flee  also  Lincoln  v.  Battdle,  6  Wend.  475 ;  Harford  v.  Nichols,  1  Paige  220.  G. 

Printed  statute  books  of  laws  of  sister  States  are  admissible :  Thomas  v'.  Davis, 
7  B.  Mon.  227 ;  Burton  v.  Anderson,  1  Tex.  93  ;  Clarke  v.  Bank  of  Mississippi, 
5  Engl.  516 ;  Stewart  v.  Swanzy,  23  Miss.  502 ;  Barkman  v.  Hopkins,  6  Engl. 
157 ;  Lord  v.  Staples,  3  Fost.  448 ;  Emery  v.  Berry,  8  Fost.  473 ;  Dixon  v. 
Thaicher,  14  Ark.  141  ;  Charlesworth  v.  Williams,  16  III.  338  ;  Adams  v.  Oay, 
19  Vt  358 ;  Stanford  v.  Pniet,  27  Ga.  243 ;  Yarborough  v.  Arnold,  20  Ark. 
592;  Mernfidd  v.  Bobbins,  8  Gray  150;  Vaughn  v.  Griffith,  16  Ind.  353; 
Greasons  v.  Davis,  9  Iowa  219 ;  Ashley  v.  Root,  4  Allen  504  ;  Crake  v.  Crake, 
18  Ind.  156.  A  digest  of  the  laws  of  a  State,  which  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  published  by  authority  of  law,  is  inadmissible :  Geron  v.  Felder,  15  Ala. 
304.  Foreign  laws  or  those  of  sister  States  are  proved  like  other  facts ;  and 
the  unwritten  laws  and  customs  are  ordinarily  proved  by  the  oral  testimony  of 
competent  witnesses  instructed  in  the  law :  I^ler  v.  Trabue,  8  B.  Mon.  806 ; 
Bryant  v.  Kelton,  1  Tex.  434 ;  Stevens  v.  Bomar,  9  Humph.  546 ;  Gardner  v. 
Lewis,  7  Gill.  377.  Although  in  the  case  of  an  isolated  and  peculiar  nation, 
like  China,  there  may  be  admitted  parol  evidence  of  its  laws,  and  this  from 
persons  not  jurisconsults,  yet  such  evidence  will  be  received  only  when  it  is  so 
direct  and  positive  as  to  be  quite  free  from  ambiguity :  Wilcocks  v.  Phillips, 
Wall.  Jr.  47.  Proof  of  the  written  law  of  a  foreign  country  may  be  by  some 
copy  of  the  law,  which  the  witness  can  swear  was  recognized  as  authoritative 
in  the  foreign  country,  and  which  was  in  force  at  the  time :  Spaulding  v.  Ftn- 
eent,  24  Yt.  501.  A  copy  of  the  civil  code  of  France,  purporting  to  be  printed 
at  the  royal  press  in  Paris,  and  received  in  the  course  of  our  international 
exchange,  with  the  indorsement  "  La  Garde  des  Sceaux  de  France  a  la  Cour 
Supreme  des  Etats  Unis,"  is  admissible  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States  as 
evidence  of  the  law  of  France :  Ennis  v.  Smith,  14  How.  (S.  C.)  400.  The  writ- 
ten or  statute  laws  of  a  foreign  government  must  be  verified  in  the  same  manner 
as  foreign  judgments — by  the  exemplification  of  a  copy  under  the  great  seal  of 
state  or  by  a  sworn  copy.    The  national  seal,  affixed  to  the  exemplification  of  a 
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the  articles  of  war  so  published  are  evidence  of  them,**  and  copies 
of  rojal  proclamations  purporting  to  be  so  printed  are  evidence  even 
without  proof  that  they  were  in  fact  so  printed/  The  rules,  orders, 
and  regulations  of  the  poor-law  commissioners  may  be  proved  by  a 
copy  printed  by  the  Queen's  printer,  which  copy  after  fourteen  days 
from  its  date  shall  be  received  in  evidence  and  judicially  noticed,  and 
shall  be  sufficient  proof  that  it  was  duly  made  and  is  in  force,  until 
the  contrary  be  shown.* 

The  journals  of  the  House  of  Lords  have  always  been  admitted  as 
evidence  of  their  proceedings,  even  in  criminal  cases  ;*  and  those  of 
the  House  of  Commons  are  also  admissible  for  the  same  purpose.* 
r*2821  '^^^  Parliament  *roll  or  journal  is  the  usual  evidence  of  a 
sitting  in  the  House  of  Lords.^  And  where  the  enrolments 
and  journals  are  wanting,  a  memorandum  on  a  Parliament  roll  of  a 
grant  to  the  king  by  certain  ^'  magnates  et  proceres"  named  therein, 
was  held  to  be  evidence  of  one  of  them  having  sat  as  a  peer.*  A 
writ  of  summons  as  a  peer  to  Parliament  is  proved  by  the  enrolment 
of  it.*  The  journals  have  been  received  by  a  committee  of  privileges 
to  prove  the  limitations  in  a  patent  of  peerage,  without  calling  for 
the  patent  itself.*  An  unstamped  copy  of  the  minutes  of  the  rever- 
sal of  a  judgment  in  the  House  of  Lords,  without  more  of  the  pro* 
ceedings,  is  evidence  of  the  reversal.*  The  journals  of  the  House  of 
Lords  are  evidence  to  prove  an  address  of  the  house  to  the  king,  and 
his  answer,^  in  order  to  support  an  averment  in  an  information,  that 
certain  differences  had  existed  between  the  King  of  England  and  the 
King  of  Spain.  But  the  journals  are  not  evidence  of  particular  facts 
stated  in  the  resolutions,  which  are  not  a  part  of  the  proceedings  of 
the  house.     Upon  the  indictment  of  Oates  for  perjury,  a  resolution 

*  B.  V.  Withers,  5  T.  R.  446.    See  note  (k),  supra. 
•8  &9  Vict.  c.  113,8.3. 

*7&8  Vict.  0.101,  8.  71. 

*  See  Jones  Y,  Randall,  Cowp.  17;  i2.  v.  Lord  George  Gordon,  Doug.  593; 
Lord  Melville  s  case,  29  How.  St.  Tr.  549. 

^  Hastings'  Peerage,  8  CI.  &  F.  144. 

*  Lord  Bufferings  case,  4  CI.  &  Fin.  568, 

*  Franklin's  case,  9  St,  Tr.  259,  cited  by  Buller,  J.,  5  T.  R.  445 ;  and  see  4 
St.  Tr.  376,  445 ;  Doug.  593. 

foreign  law  or  judicial  proceeding,  proves  itself:  Watson  v.  Walker,  3  Fost.  471. 
The  enrolled  acts  of  the  legislature,  when  signed  by  the  presiding  officers  of 
the  two  houses  and  by  the  Governor,  and  filed  among  the  archives  of  the  State, 
like  the  parliament  rolls  in  England,  are  records  and  import  absolute  verity : 
Green  v.  WdUr,  32  Misa.  650. 
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of  the  House  of  Commons  of  the  existence  of  a  Popish  plot  was  re- 
jected as  evidence  of  the  fact.^  Nor  is  a  copy  of  an  inscription  on  a 
tombstone,  which  copy  was  made  from  the  minutes  of  a  committee  of 
privileges,  evidence  in  another  case."'  In  Knolly%  ease  it  was  held, 
that,  upon  a  plea  in  abatement  that  the  party  was  a  peer,  a  replica- 
tion was  bad,  which  alleged  that  the  peerage  had  been  disallowed  by 
the  Lords."  Copies  of  the  journals  of  either  house  purporting  to  be 
printed  by  the  printers  to  the  Crown  or  to  either  house,  are  now  evi- 
dence, without  proof  that  they  were  so  printed.*  * 

♦AH  public  acts  done  by  the  Crown  affecting  the  posses-  r*ooQ-| 
sions  and  revenues  of  the  Crown,  are  to  be  considered  as 
public  Acts,  and  are  admissible  in  evidence  as  such.'  An  enrolment 
of  a  lease  of  lands  belonging  to  the  Crown  in  right  of  the  Duchy  of 
Lancaster  is  admissible,'^  on  account  of  the  interest  of  the  Crown  in 
the  duchy  and  its  revenues.  So,  examined  copies  of  expired  leases 
by  the  Crown,  deposited  in  the  office  of  his  Majesty's  Land  Records 
and  Enrolments,  pursuant  to  stat.  2  Will.  IV.,  c.  1,  were  admitted  to 
establish  the  title  of  the  Crown  to  lands  to  which  such  documents  re- 
lated.^   A  book  in  which  leases  were  enrolled  and  kept  in  the  custody 

» E.  V.  Oates,  10  How.  St.  Tr.  1079.  *  Vaux  Peerage^  4  CI.  &  F.  526. 

■  2  Salk.  509.  •  8  &  9  Vict.  o.  113,  8.  3. 

'  Kinnersley  v.  Orpe,  Doug.  56  j  and  see  13  M.  &  W.  475. 

<  Doe  dem.  King  William  IV,  v.  Roberts^  13  M.  &  W.  520.  Enrolments,  or 
examined  copies  of  enrolments,  deeds,  certificates,  receipts,  or  other  instruments 
purporting  to  set  forth  a  copy  of  the  whole,  or  part  thereof,  and  to  be  signed 
and  certified  by  the  keeper  of  the  records  of  the  Duchy  of  Cornwall,  or  of  Lan- 
caster, shall,  without  producing  tlie  original,  or  calling  any  attesting  witness, 
and  in  the  case  of  a  certified  copy,  without  other  proof  than  the  production  of 
the  certificate  that  such  a  copy  is  a  true  one,  be  admitted  in  all  legal  proceedings 
to  be  proof  of  such  original  instrument,  or  enrolment  thereof,  or  of  so  much  as 
the  copy  purports  to  set  forth,  and  that  the  original  was  duly  made,  granted, 
given,  or  executed  by  the  parties  thereto:  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  65,  and  11  &  12  Vict. 
c.  83. 

^  The  votes  of  the  Assembly  and  minutes  of  Council  have  been  admitted,  in 
Pennsylvania,  to  prove  the  time  of  the  notification  of  the  repeal  of  an  Act  of 
Assembly,  by  the  Ring  in  Council :  Lessee  of  Albertson  v.  Robeson,  1  Dall.  9. 
The  printed  journals  of  Congress  have  also  been  allowed  to  be  read  in  evidence 
without  proof  of  their  authenticity  :  Comm,  v.  Longchamp^  Philada.  1784,  MS. 
Norris's  Pcake  84,  n.  M. 

'  A  printed  copy  of  public  documents  transmitted  to  Congress  by  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States,  and  printed  by  the  printer  to  Congress,  is  evidence : 
per  Kent,  C.  J.,  Radcliffe  v.  United  Insurance  Co,,  7  Johns.  38.  In  this  case 
the  printed  copy  of  a  letter  from  the  British  Secretary  of  State  to  the  American 
amlMissadQr  was  offered  as  evidence  of  the  existence  of  a  blockade.  M. 
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of  the  auditor  of  the  Bishop  of  Durham  (who  is  a  patent  ofEcer  within 
the  county  palatine),  is  a  public  muniment.  And  therefore  where 
.search  had  been  ineffectually  made  for  an  original  lease  to  a  lessee 
under  the  bishop,  and  the  counterpart,  it  was  held  that  such  book  was 
admissible  as  secondary  evidence  of  such  lease.' 

A  caption  of  seisin  taken  to  the  use  of  the  first  Duke  of  Cornwall 
by  persons  assigned  by  his  letters  patent  for  that  ^purpose, 
^  -^  was  held  admissible  as  a  public  Act  in  evidence  to  show  the 
rights  of  the  duchy.* 

An  instrument  under  the  great  seal  of  Scotland,  produced  from  the 
repository  of  the  heir  of  entail  of  the  family  property,  was  admitted 
by  the  House  of  Lords  as  evidence  of  the  creation  of  a  peer,  with 
limitation  in  tail  as  therein  stated,  in  the  absence  of  any  patent  of 
creation.* 

Surveys,  taken  under  authority,  are  also  evidence.  Domesday^ 
book  was  a  survey  made  of  the  king's  lands  in  the  time  of  William 
the  Conqueror;''  and  when  a  question  arises  whether  a  particular 
manor  be  of  ancient  demesne  or  not,  that  is,  of  the  socage  tenures 
which  were  in  the  hands  of  Edward  the  Confessor,  the  trial  is  by  in- 
spection of  the  Domesday*book,  which  is  preserved  in  the  Exchequer.' 

'  Hukible  V.  Hunt,  Holt*8  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  601.  A  book  produced  from  the 
chapter-house  of  the  dean,  &o.,  of  S.,  kept  by  the  chapter-clerk,  and  purporting 
to  contain  copy  of  leases,  &c.,  granted  by  the  dean,  &c.,  held  to  be  in  the  nature 
of  a  public  document,  and  admitted  in  evidence  to  prove  reputation  as  to  boun- 
dary of  a  parish :  Coombs  v.  Coetherj  M.  &  M.  (22  £.  G.  L.  R.)  398 ;  and  see 
Humble  V.  Hunty  above  cited. 

'  Bowe  V.  Brentoriy  8  B.  Jb  0.  (15  £.  C.  L.  R.)  743.  And  the  same  rules  are 
applicable  whether  the  lands  and  revenues  are  at  any  particular  time  vested  in 
the  Duke  of  Cornwall  or  the  King.  Held,  therefore,  that  as  the  enrolment  of 
a  lease  in  the  duchy  oflEice  would  be  good  evidence  of  a  lease,  if  the  Crown 
alone  were  interested,  it  was  equally  so  in  the  case  of  a  lease,  by  the  Duke : 
Ibid.  756. 

*  Huntley  Peerage,  5  CI.  &  F.  349. 

*  The  public  in  general,  and  the  legal  profession  more  especially,  are  greatly 
indebted  to  Sir  H.  Ellis  for  his  most  valuable  and  instructive  work  on  Domes- 
day ;  a  record  in  which  the  lawyer,  the  antiquary,  and  the  historian  possess  one 
common  interest.  Some  curious  particulars  connected  with  the  compilation  of 
Domesday  are  to  be  found  in  Ingulphus's  History  of  Croyland.  Ingulphus,  the 
abbot  and  learned  historian  of  his  own  abbey,  and  the  early  friend  of  William 
the  Conqueror,  relates,  with  satisfaction,  that  the  possessions  of  the  abbey  were 
underrated ;  and  his  statement  fairly  affords  the  inference  that  this  was  not  a 
solitary  instance  of  the  kind.  A  tax,  or  census,  proportioned  to  the  possessor's 
revenues,  would  probably  be  suspected  as  one  motive  for  compiling  such  a 
document. 

<Hob.  188;  Gilb.  Law  of  £v.  69,  6th  ed.;  Trial  per  Pais  342;  Bac.  Ab., 
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Frequent  cbanges  in  the  names  of  places  render  evidence  for  the  pur- 
pose of  identification  very  important/  *It  has  been  held  p^oocn 
that  a  variance  between  the  modern  name  and  that  contained  ^  -^ 
in  Domesday  ought  to  be  averred  on  the  record."  This  ancient  sur- 
vey seems  to  be  generally  admissibje  as  to  all  matters  which  it  contains 
in  respect  of  manors,  and  as  to  ancient  local  divisions  or  boundaries, 
the  tenure  or  occupation  of  manors,  lands,  or  mills ;  as  also  to  matters 
of  pedigree,  and  other  immemorial  rights  or  circumstances  which  are 
the  subject  of  proof. 

In  the  Exchequer  also  is  another  ancient  survey,  which  ascertained 
the  extent  of  the  king's  ports.* 

The  valor  beneficiorum,  a  valuation  of  the  profits  of  spiritual  pre- 
ferments made  under  a  commission  from  Pope  Nicholas  III.,  and 
completed  A.  D.  1292,  and  known  also  by  the  title  of  Pope  Nicholas's 
Taxation,  is  still  preserved  in  the  Exchequer,  in  the  Office  of  the 
Queen's  Remembrancer.  In*  applying  the  restrictive  clause  in  the 
statute  21  Hen.  YIII.,  c.  13,  concerning  pluralities,  and  the  ex- 
emptions from  it,  to  college  livings,  their  value  is  ascertained  by 
this  survey.*  When  the  first  fruits  and  tenths,  on  the  abolition  of 
the  papal  power,  were  annexed  to  the  Crown,  a  new  valor  r*9Qg-| 
beneficiorum  *was  made,  by  which  the  clergy  are  at  present 
rated."^    This  valuation  was  made  by  commissioners  under  the  great 

Ey.  F.  A  very  faithful  copy  of  this  document  has  lately  been  printed  by  the 
government. 

7  See  an  instance  cited,  2  Phil.  £v.  580,  9th  edit.,  where  the  manor  of  Bowden 
was  identified  with  that  of  Bugedine,  in  Domesday,  by  means  of  old  deeds.  In 
the  case  o(  Alcock  v.  Cooker  cited  Ibid.,  the  question  turned  on  what,  according 
to  the  correct  mode  of  reading  Domesday,  was  parcel  of  the  manor  of  Grantham, 
and  whether  the  effect  of  a  red  line  drawn  through  the  words  *^  Hythe  Wapen- 
take" denoted  an  error,  or  was  for  the  purpose  of  drawing  attention. 

•  Gregory  v.  WiUiams,  28  C.  2  j  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  44 ;  3  Keb.  588. 

•  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  69 ;  Bac.  Ab.,  Ev.  F. 

*  2  Lut.  1305 ;  Humphreys  v.  Knight^  Cro.  Car.  455 ;  Stamp  v.  Ayliffe^  2  Gwill. 
536.  See  the  First  Report  of  the  House  of  Commons  on  Public  Records.  This 
taxation  is  evidence  of  the  value  at  which  those  employed  to  make  it  estimated 
the  living.  See  Bullen  v.  Mitchell,  2  Price  477.  And  all  taxes  due  to  the  king, 
as  well  as  the  pope,  were  regulated  by  it.  As  to  the  effect  of  this  and  other 
each  surveys,  and  also  as  to  minister's  accounts,  see  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Tithes.  It  has 
been  frequently  asserted  that  this  valuation  was  too  low ;  see  Weaton  v.  Vaughton^ 
2  Phil,  on  Ev.  104,  9th  ed.,  in  which  Lord  Tenterden  observed  that  it  had  been 
generally  supposed  that  Pope  Nicholas's  valuation  was  too  low  ;  see  also  Chap- 
man V.  Smith,  2  Ves.  sen.  506 ;  Bree  v.  Beck,  1  C.  &  J.  267  j  6  Price  483. 

*  1  Bl.  Com.  285.  This  valor  beneficiorum  is  commonly  called  the  King's 
books,  a  transcript  of  which  is  given  in  Bacon's  Liber  Regis,  and  in  Ecton's 
Thesaurus. 
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seal,  who,  in  execating-  this  duty,  seem  to  have  calculated  the  value 
of  the  first  fruits  and  tenths^  without  regarding  any  modus  or  other 
legal  exemption.  A  survey,  dated  1563,  from  the  First-fruits  Office, 
of  the  possessions  of  the  nunnery  of  St.  Mary  without  the  walls  of 
York,  was  admitted  to  prove  &  vicar's  right  to  certain  tithes,  although 
the  original  commission  was  lost.'  Parliamentary  surveys  under  the 
Commonwealth  are  also  admissible;"*  and  where  the  originals  have 
been  lost,  as  many  were  at  the  time  of  the  great  fire  of  London, 
copies  of  them,  taken  from  unsuspected  repositories,  have  also  been 
admitted.'  So  great  is  the  reputed  accuracy  of  these  surveys,  that 
their  silence  as  to  an  alleged  modus  has  been  considered  to  be  strong 
evidence  against  its  existence.* 

Another  ancient  record  is  the  inqttisitianes  nanarum,  which  was 
taken  in  the  reign  of  Edward  III.,  by  commissioners  under  the  great 
seal,  upon  the  oath  of  the  parishioners  in  every  parish,  in  order  to 
ascertain  the  value  of  the  ninth  of  corn,  wool  and  lambs  in  every 
parish,  a  grant  having  been  made  by  Parliament  in  the  14th  year  of 
the  reign  of  that  sovereign.^ 

r*2871  ^^  ^^^  same  ground  an  inquisition  taken  in  1730,  by  '''the 
direction  of  the  House  of  Commons,  has  been  received  as 
conclusive  evidence  of  the  tenure  and  fees  of  the  different  offices 
to  which  it  relates.^  And,  as  it  seems,  upon  the  same  principle,  in- 
quisitions under  public  commissions,  but  of  limited  extent,  have  also 
been  received,  as  in  the  case  of  Tooker  v.  The  Duke  of  Beavfort^ 
where  it  was  held  that  a  return  to  a  commission  out  of  the  Exche- 
quer, in  the  reign  of  Elizabeth,  to  inquire  whether  the  prior  of  St. 
Swithin,  or  the  Crown,  after  the  dissolution  of  the  priory,  were  seised 
of  certain  lands,  was  evidence.     So,  in  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Harcowrt^ 

*  Kellington  v.  Master ,  <fcc.,  of  Trinity  College,  Cambridge^  1  Wills.  170;  Under- 
hill  V.  Durham,  2  Gwill.  642. 

*  BlundeU  v.  Howard,  1  M.  &  S.  292:  see  infra,  note  (p). 

'  Underhill  v.  Durham,  2  Gwill.  542 ;  4  Dow.  297 ;  Green  v.  Proude,  1  Mod. 
117. 

«  Blunddl  V.  Howard,  1  M.  &  S.  292;  Bex  v.  Ireland,  11  East  234. 

^  The  commissioners  were  to  levj  the  ninth  in  every  parish,  according;  to  the 
rate  at  which  churches  were  taxed,  (viz.,  hy  Pope  Nicholas's  Taxation,)  if  the 
value  of  the  ninth  amounted  to  so  much,  but  if  not,  then  only  according  to  the 
true  value.    See  the  Report  of  the  Commissioners  of  Public  Records,  App. 

»  Green  v.  Heweit,  Peake,  C.  182;  Peake,  Ev.  85,  3d  ed. 

*  Burr.  148 ;  Irish  Society  v.  Bp.  of  Derry,  12  CI.  &  F.  641.  But  a  return  to 
a  commission,  not  signed  or  sealed,  is  inadmissible,  for  non  constctt,  it  was  not  a 
draft:  Slane  Peerage,  5  CI.  &  F.  24. 

*  Peake,  Ev.  84 ;  and  see  Carr  v.  Mostyn,  5  Ex.  69. 
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it  was  held  that  a  survey  of  land,  belonging  to  the  prebend  of  the 
Moor  of  St.  Paul's,  was  admissible  evidence  against  the  lessees  of  the 
prebendary.  • 

An  ancient  extent  of  Crown  lands,  produced  from  the  proper  place 
of  deposit  (the  Lord  Treasurer's  Remembrancer's  OflSce,)  purporting 
to  have  been  taken  by  the  steward  of  the  King's  lands,  and  follow- 
ing in  its  construction  the  stat.  4  Edw.  I.,  was  held  to  be  admissible, 
on  the  presumption  that  it  had  been  taken  under  proper  authority, 
although  the  commission  could  not  be  found."*  So  an  extent  or  sur- 
vey of  Crown  lands,  purporting  to  have  been  made  in  the  time  of 
Edw.  III.,  by  the  steward  of  the  Crown  lands,  and  found  in  the 
Office  of  Land  Revenue  Records,  is  evidence  of  the  title  of  the 
Crown  thereto.*^  But  on  a  question  as  to  the  boundary  of  a  manor, 
formerly  part  of  the  Duchy  of  Lancaster,  a  document  of  the  time 
of  Elizabeth,  produced  from  the  Duchy  Office,  purporting  to  be  a 
survey  of  the  manor,  taken  by  the  deputy  of  the  Surveyor-General 
of  the  duchy  under  letters  of  deputation  *from  him,  by  the  r^eooo-i 
oaths  and  presentments  of  tenants  of  the  manor,  whose 
names  were  subscribed,  and  who  were  therein  called  jurors  at  the 
Court  of  Survey,  and  containing  a  statement  of  the  boundaries,  a 
list  of  tenants  and  rents,  and  a  presentment  of  the  demesnes,  of  cus- 
toms, of  injuries  suggested,  and  some  other  particulars,  no  authority 
for  taking  it  being  proved,  was  held  not  admissible,  either  as  a  sur- 
vey taken  under  4  Edw.  I.,  st.  1,  or  as  evidence  of  reputation ;  the 
statute  not  authorizing  the  tenants  to  find  the  boundaries.^  So  a 
book  purporting  to  be  ja  survey  of  the  lordship  of  Gower,  made  in 
1650,  by  authority  of  Oliver  Cromwell,  after  a  grant  by  Parliament 
of  that  lordship  to  him,  stating  a  presentment  by  the  jury  of  cer- 
tain payments  as  due  to  the  lord,  but  not  signed  by  them,  no  com- 
mission for  making  it  being  proved,  was  held  not  admissible  as  a 
public  document,  or  as  evidence  of  reputation.  But  the  court  seemed 
to  doubt  the  correctness  x>f  the  decision  in  the  last-mentioned  case 
upon  the  question  of  the  admissibility  of  the  document  therein  men- 
tioned as  evidence  of  reputation.)^ 

Inquisitions   post  mortem  appear   originally  to    have   been  taken 
before  justices  in  Eyre  upon  the  deaths  of  the  king's  tenants  in 

■■  Rowe  ▼.  Brenton^  8  B.  &  C.  (15  E.  C.  L.  R.)  747  ;  and  see  Lord  Cctmarvon 
V    ViUeboiM,  13  M.  &  W.  532. 

■  Doe  dem.  King  WiUiam  IK  v.  Roberts,  13  M.  A  W.  520. 
•  Eoans  r,  Taylor,  7  Ad.  &  £.  (34  £.  C.  L.  R.)  617. 
V  Duke  of  Beaufort  ▼.  amith,  4  Ex.  451. 
18 
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capites  The  stat.  1  Hen.  YIII.,  c.  8,  enacts,  that  these  shall  be 
taken  on  the  oaths  of  twelve  men,  and  in  open  places.  These  were 
afterwards  placed  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Wards  and 
Liveries,  erected  in  the  32d  and  38d  year  of  Hen.  YIII.  Upon 
the  abolition  of  this  court,  together  with  the  military  tenures 
from  which  they  sprung,  the  practice  of  taking  such  inquisitions 
ceased. 

Such  inquisitions  thus  made  under  authority  are  admissible,  and 
r*2891    ^^^  ™^^^  important,'  although  not  conclusive  ^evidence'  of 
their  contents;  but  where  the  proceedings  appear  to  have 
been  irregular,  such  inquisitions  are  not  receivable  in  evidence.^ 

It  is  not  essential  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence  of  this  nature 
that  the  inquiry  should  have  been  made  by  means  of  witnesses  ex- 
amined on  oath ;  it  is  sufficient  that  it  was  made  by  virtue  of  com- 
petent authority  on  behalf  of  the  public,  and  on  a  subject-matter  of 
public  interest. 

It  is,  however,  of  the  very  essence  of  evidence  of  this  nature  that 
the  inquiry  should  have  been  made  under  proper  authority ;  in  gene- 
ral, therefore,  unless  the  authority  be  in  its  nature  notorious,  it  must 
be  proved  by  the  production  of  the  commission,  as  in  the  case  of  an 
inquisition  poBt  mortem^  and  such  private  offices."  And  in  other 
cases,  where  it  may  be  presumed  that  the  commission  under  which 
the  depositions  were  taken  has  been  lost,  they  may  be  read  without  its 
production.'  And  in  cases  of  general  concern,  such  as  the  ministers* 
returns  to  the  commission  in  Henry  the  Eighth's  time  to  inquire  into 
the  value  of  livings,  the  party  is  not  bound  to  give  in  proof  the  com- 
mission,^ and  it  would  be  attended  with  great  inconvenience  and  ex- 
pense to  oblige  parties  to  take  copies  of  the  whole  record.  Where 
an  inquisition  has  been  taken  without  legal  authority  it  is  inad- 
missible.' 

<  See  2  Bla.  Com.  68.    Vol.  II.,  tit.  Pedigrbi. 

'  Lord  Mansfield  observed,  in  Birt  v.  Barlow ,  Dougl.  171,  that  it  is  easier  to 
establish  a  pedigree  for  five  centaries  before  the  time  of  Charles  the  Second  than 
for  one  century  afterwards. 

'  Per  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  Sergeson  v.  Sealeyy  2  Atk.  412;  Lord  Thantt  v. 
ForstcTj  Jones  224 ;  and  see  the  observations  of  Bajley,  B.,  in  Beck  v.  Bret,  I 
C.  &  J.  256. 

*  See  Cruise  on  Dignities,  c.  6,  s.  60 ;  and  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Pkdiorbb. 

■  B.  N.  P.  228  ;  Evans  v.  Taylor,  7  Ad.  &  E.  (34  B.  C.  L.  R.)  617. 

'  Bayley  v.  Wylie,  6  Esp.  C.  85 ;  Rovoe  v.  Brenton,  post,  pp.  292,  293,  note  [t). 
y  Bayley  v.  Wylie,  6  Esp.  C.  85 ;   Vicar  of  KiUington  v.  Trinity  CoUege,  1 
Wils.  170. 

■  See  below,  Latkoto  v.  Earner,  2  H.  B.  437  ]  Glossop  v.  Pole,  3  M.  &  S.  175. 
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Similar  to  these  in  their  nature,  but  differing  in  point  of  authority, 
are  old  terriers,  or  surveys,  whether  ecclesiastical  or  temporal,  which 
are  admissible  to  prove  old  tenures  '''or  boundaries/  Such  r^icoqQ-i 
boundaries  are  artificial  and  arbitrary,  and  cannot  be  estab- 
lished by  the  testimony  of  eye-witnesses ;  in  such  cases,  therefore, 
unless  surveys  of  antiquity  and  of  authority  were  admissible,  all  evi- 
dence would  frequently  be  excluded.  It  is  however  necessary  to 
clothe  such  evidence  with  some  attthority,  in  order  to  distinguish  it 
from  the  mere  inaccurate  description  made  by  a  stranger*^  for  purposes 
unknown.  Ecclesiastical  terriers,  which  contain  a  detail  of  the  tem- 
poral possessions  of  the  church  in  every  parish,  are  made  by  virtue 
of  an  ecclesiastical  canon,"  which  directs  them  to  be  kept  in  the 
bishop's  registry,*  or  the  registry  of  the  archdeacon  of  the  diocese,* 
and  it  is  not  unusual  to  deposit  a  copy  in  the  chest  of  the  parish 
church.'  These  being  made  under  authority  are  admissible  evidence, 
as  a  species  of  ecclesiastical  memorials  or  records  of  the  possessions 
of  the  church,  and  are  as  strong  in  their  nature  as  any  that  can  be 
adduced  for  such  purposes.' 

Terriers  are  admissible  not  only  in  suits  between  landowners  on 
one  side  and  the  parson  on  the  other,  but  also  *in  suits  be-    r^coo-i-i 
tween  a  vicar  and  impropriator.^    A  terrier  is  always  strong 
evidence  against  the  parson,  but  not  for  him,  unless  it  has  been 
signed  by  the  churchwardens  also,  or  (if  they  be  nominated  by  him) 

•  B.  N.  P.  248 ;  Bac.  Ab.,  Ev.  F. ;  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  70 ;  Chapman  v.  Cowlan, 
13  East  10.  An  unsigned  map,  or  terrier,  is  not  evidence :  Earl,  Clerks  v.  Lewis, 
4  Esp.  C.  1 ;  though  it  purport  to  have  been  taken  by  competent  authority,  and 
have  been  generally  received  as  authentic :  PoUard  v.  Scott,  Peake  18,  cor.  Lord 
Kenyon;  and  see  Atkins  v.  Watson^  2  Anstr.  386;  Lygony,  Strutt,  Ibid.  601. 
Old  surveys  and  maps,  although  not  ecclesiastical,  may  also  be  admitted  under 
similar  circumstances  as  terriers :  Earl  v.  Lewis^  4  Esp.  1 ;  Pollard  y.  Scott, 
Peake  19 ;  Wakeman  v.  West,  7  Car.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  479 ;  Doe  v.  Lakin, 
Ibid.  481. 

*  See  the  principle,  supra,  p.  260.  ^  87th. 

*  Atkins  V.  Hatton,  4  Gwill.  1406 ;  2  Anstr.  386 ;  Pulley  y,  Hilton,  12  Price  625. 

•  PotU  V.  Durant,  4  Gwill.  1450. 

'  Armstrong  v.  Hewett,  4  Price  218. 

«  Drake  v.  Smythj  3  Price  369 ;  Toymhee  v.  Brown,  3  Ex.  117 ;  and  see  that 
case  as  to  their  effect.  Where  for  a  long  series  of  years  80Z.  a  year  had  been 
paid  as  compensation  in  lieu  of  tithe,  the  Court  of  Exchequer  held  that  it  would 
be  nnreasonable  to  give  any  weight  to  a  terrier  signed  in  1822,  describing  that 
payment  as  free  from  taxes  and  parochial  assessments. 

^  Illingworth  v.  Leigh,  4  Gwill.  1615 ;  Potts  v.  Durant,  3  Anstr.  789.  As  to 
the  effect  of  terriers  in  evidence,  see  Atkins  v.  Drake,  M'Clel.  &  T.  214 ;  Lake  v. 
Skinner,  IJ.  A  W.  9 ;  Stuart  v.  Qrenall,  9  Price  106 ;  Vol.  II.,  Tithes. 
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by  some  of  the  substantial  inhabitants,  without  which  it  deserves  (it 
is  said)  little  credit.^  A  terrier  imperfect,  because  it  has  not  been 
signed  by  the  vicar,  is  still  admissible.^  Upon  a  question  of  title 
between  the  vicar  and  rector,  a  terrier,  signed  by  the  churchwardens, 
but  not  by  the  vicar,  was  held  to  be  not  only  admissible,  but  to  be 
even  stronger  evidence  for  the  successor  than  if  it  had  been  signed 
by  the  vicar  for  the  time  being ;  and  it  was  held  to  be  no  objection, 
that  it  was  not  signed  by  any  one  who  claimed  under  the  rector.* 
Old  terriers,  signed  by  the  rector,  churchwardens,  overseers,  and 
some  of  the  resident  parishioners,  were  held  to  be  good  evidence  for 
the  rector,  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  a  farm-moduB  which  was  at- 
tempted to  be  established,  although  such  terriers  were  not  proved  to 
have  been  signed  by  any  person  interested  in  the  farm." 

It  is,  in  general,  essential  to  the  reception  of  ancient  instruments 
of  this  kind,  and  indeed  of  all  others,  whether  they  be  of  a  public  or 
private  nature,  such  as  public  surveys,  inquisitions,  or  ancient  deeds, 
that  the  authority  of  the  document  should  be  established  by  the  only 
r**2Q21  ^^^^  ^^  proof  of  which  it  is  in  general  capable ;  that  is,  by 
*proof  that  it  came  out  of  the  proper  repository."  A  docu- 
ment, purporting  to  be  an  endowment  by  a  bishop,  but  without  his 
seal,  and  an  inspeximus  of  the  bishop  under  his  seal,  were  rejected, 
because  they  came  out  of  the  hands  of  a  mere  private  person.**  In 
the  case  of  Michell  v.  Mabbetts,^  it  was  held  that  an  ancient  grant  to 
an  abbey,  in  a  manuscript,  entitled  ^^Secretum  Abbatis,*'  kept  in  the 
Bodleian  Library  at  Oxford,  was  inadmissible,  for  want  of  proof  of 
proper  custody.  On  this  authority  also,  it  was  held  by  Lawrence, 
J.,  that  an  ancient  grant  to  a  priory,  found  amongst  the  Oottonian 
Manuscripts  in  the  British  Museum,  without  proof  of  connection  be- 
tween the  possession  of  the  grant,  and  an  interest  in  the  estate,^ 

*  B.  N.  P.  248 ;  Earl  v.  Lewia,  4  Esp.  C.  1. 

*  4  Gwill.  1615. 

*  Illingworth  v,  Leigh,  4  Gwill.  1615. 

^  Mytton  v.  Harris,  8  Price  19,  Wood,  B.,  dissenHente,  He  agreed  that,  as 
to  such  terriers  as  affected  the  parish  generally,  it  would  be  sufficient  if  they 
were  signed  by  any  of  the  parishioners ;  but  held  that  their  signing  a  terrier 
would  not  make  it  admissible  to  affect  a  farm-modus. 

^  See  post.  Some  person  should  prove  that  they  come  from  the  proper 
custody  ;  mere  production  by  the  counsel  or  the  party  is  not  generally  enough : 
Evans  v.  Rees,  10  Ad.  &  E.  (37  E.  C.  L.  R.)  151 ;.  but  see  Doe  v.  Phillips,  8  Q. 
B.  (55  E.  C.  L.  R.)  158 ;  Doe  v.  Keeling,  11  Q.  B.  (63  E.  C.  L.  R.)  884. 

*  PoUs  V.  Durant,  4  Gwill.  1450. 
p  Cited  3  Taunt  91. 

4  Swinnerton  t.  Marquis  of  Stafford,  3  Taunt.  91  ;  Earl  y.  Lewis,  4  Esp.  C.  1. 
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could  not  be  received  in  evidence.  Bat  it  is  not  necessary,  in  order 
to  render  a  document  admissible,  that  it  should  come  from  the  most 
proper  custody ;  it  is  suflScient,  if  it  come  from  a  place  where  it  may 
reasonably  be  expected  to  be  found.' 

Papers  delivered  by  the  son  of  a  deceased  rector  to  the  successor's 
attorney,  as  old  parish  documents,  are  sufficiently  identified  by  the 
attorney,  without  calling  the  son.'  ^ 

An  ancient  extent  of  crown  lands  found  in  the  proper  office,  and 
purporting  to  have  been  taken  by  a  steward  of  the  king's  lands, 
and  following  in  its  construction  the  direction  of  the  stat.  4  Edw.  I., 
will  be  presumed  to  have  *been  taken  under  proper  autho-  r^coQQT 
rity,  although  the  original  commission  cannot  be  found.* 

To  show,  therefore,  the  authenticity  of  ecclesiastical  terriers,  it 
must  be  proved  that  they  were  found  in  the  proper  repository,  the 
bishop's  registry,  or  that  of  the  archdeacon  of .  the  diocese;*  or 
proof  must  be  given  to  establish  a  connection  between  the  terrier  and 
the  place  in  which  it  was  found.  As  against  a  prebendary  of  Lich- 
field, a  terrier  found  in  the  registry  of  the  dean  and  chapter  of  Lich- 
field was  held  to  be  admissible,'  on  the  ground  that  the  terrier  was 
sufficiently  connected  with  the  place  in  which  it  was  found,  and  be- 
cause it  was  found  annexed  to  an  old  and  nearly  cotemporary  lease.^ 
And  a  terrier  from  the  custody  of  a  person  who  was  the  owner  of  the 
tithes  of  a  district  of  the  parish,  has  been  held  to  be  admissible.' 
So  terriers  produced  in  support  of  a  modus  on  the  part  of  the  land- 
So  it  must  be  proved  that  records,  when  produced,  come  out  of  the  proper 
custody :  1  Stark.  C.  (2  £.  C.  L.  R.)  183. 

'  Crompion  v.  Blake,  12  M.  &  W.  205;  see  Bishop  of  Meath  v.  Marquis  of 
Winchester,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  183 ;  Doe  v.  Phillips,  8  Q.  B.  (55  E. 
C.  L.  R.)  158. 

•  Earl  V.  Lewis,  4  Esp.  C.  1. 

*  Rowe  V.  Brenion,  8  B.  &  C.  (15  E.  C.  L.  H.)  737. 

■  Atkins  V.  Hatton,  2  Anstr.  386 ;  Miller  v.  Foster,  Ibid.  387,  in  note ;  4  Gwill. 
1406, 1593. 

»  MiUer  v.  Foster,  2  Anstr.  387,  in  note ;  4  Gwill.  1406. 
J  4  Gwill.  1453. 

■  Tucker  v.  Wtlkins,  4  Sim.  241.  It  is  otherwise  where  the  possession  is 
merefy  private,  and  unconnected  with  the  subject-matter:  Foils  v.  Durant,  4 
Gwil.  1450. 

^  Where  a  book  of  records  of  the  proprietors  of  common  lands  (the  proprie- 
tary being  extinct)  was  produced  by  a  person  to  whom  it  was  delivered  by  his 
grand  father*  8  executor,  who  had  the  possession  of  it  for  thirty  years,  it  was  held 
thai  the  book  was  admissible  in  evidence :  Tolman  v.  Emerson^  4  Mass.  R. 
160.  G. 
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owners  by  the  son  of  the  registrar  of  the  diocese  who  was  also  a 
solicitor  in  general  practice,  and  who  stated  that  he  got  them  from 
the  office  where  the  general  business  of  his  father  was  carried  on, 
were  held  admissible,  though  there  was  a  muniment  room  in  the 
cathedral,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  the  terriers  had  ever  been 
deposited  there/  Yet  one  found  in  the  charter-chest  of  Trinity 
College,  Cambridge,  which  had  property  in  the  parish,  was  held  to  be 
inadmissible.' 

The  king's  sign-manual,  authorizing  the  release  of  a  prisoner,  is 
evidence  to  prove  the  legality  of  his  being  at  large.'  *But,  in 
^  ^  J  general  the  certificate  by  the  king  of  a  matter  of  fact  under 
his  sign-manual  is  not  admissible  in  evidence.^ 

The  license  of  the  pope,  during  his  supremacy  in  this  kingdom,  is 
evidence  of  an  impropriation.*  So  his  bull  has  been  admitted  to  show 
that  lands  belonging  to  a  monastery  were  discharged  of  tithes  at  the 
time  of  the  dissolution.'  But  it  is  said  that  a  copy  of  a  bull  is  not 
evidence.'  So  an  endowment  by  a  bishop,  under  his  seal,^  would  be 
evidence,  if  derived  from  the  proper  custody. 

Certificates,*  and  other  documents  made  by  persons  entrusted  with 
authority  for  the  purpose,  may  also  be  considered  as  public  docu- 
ments, and  they  are  evidence  against  all  to  the  extent  of  the  officer's 
authority,  of  the  facts  which  he  is  directed  to  certify,  but  not  further.^ 
For,  where  the  law  has  appointed  a  person  to  act  for  a  specific  pur- 
pose, the  law  must  trust  him  as  far  as  he  acts  under  his  authority.^ 
Therefore  the  endorsement  of  the  officer  upon  a  deed  of  bargain  and 
sale  is  evidence  of  its  enrolment.''  And  so  is  the  indorsement  on  a 
deed  under  the  Mortmain  Act.*    The  chirograph  of  a  fine  is  evidence 

*  Croughton  v.  Blake,  12  M.  &  W.  205. 

^  Aikin$  y.  Hatt(m,  2  Anstr.  386 ;  4  Gwill.  1406. 

*  Miller* B  case.  Leach,  C.  C.  L.,  3d  edit.  69. 

*  By  Willes,  L.  C.  J.,  in  Omichund  v.  Barker,  Willes  650 ;  2  Roll.  Abr.  686, 
H.  Although  in  one  old  case  such  evidence  was  admitted,  no  exception  being 
taken :  Abignye  v.  Clifton,  Hob.  213. 

*  Cope  v.  Bedford,  Palm.  427  j  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  69 ;  Bac.  Abr.,  Ev.  F. 
'  Lord  Clanriekard's  case.  Palm.  38. 

«  Brett  V.  Ward,  Winch.  70  j  but  qu,,  ante, 

^  Potts  V.  Durant,  4  Gwill.  1450  ;  3  Anstr.  789. 

*  See  further,  as  to  certificates,  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Certificate. 
'  Omichund  y.  Barker,  Willes  549. 

'  B.  N.  P.  229. 

"  KinnersUy  v.  Orpe,  Doug.  57. 

'  Under  the  Mortmain  Act,  9  Geo.  II.  c.  3 »,  the  deeds  conveying  the  lands 
must  be  enrolled  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  within  six  calendar  months  after  its 
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of  *the  fine,  because  the  officer  is  appointed  to  give  out  p^rtQcn 
copies  of  the  agreements  between  the  parties  that  are  lodged  '-  -^ 
of  record.  Wherever  it  is  an  essential  part  of  the  officer's  duty  to 
deliver  out  copies  of  a  record,  such  copies  are  evidence.*  But  if  it 
be  not  his  duty,  such  certificates  or  copies  are  not  evidence.^  Where 
a  court  has,  for  its  own  convenience,  appointed  officers  to  make  out 
copies,  such  copies  are  evidence  in  that  Court  without  further  proof, 
but  not  elsewhere.  Thus  an  office  copy  of  depositions  is  admissible 
in  equity,  without  examination  with  the  roll,  but  is  not  receivable  in 
a  court  of  law.'  By  the  7  &  8  Will.  III.,  c.  7,  s.  5,  the  entry  in  the 
book  kept  by  the  clerk  of  the  Crown  for  entering  returns  of  members 
to  serve  in  Parliament,  and  alterations  and  amendments,  or  a  copy 
of  so  much  as  relates  to  the  return,  is  made  evidence  thereof  in  an 
action  for  a  false  or  double  return.  So,  by  many  other  statutes,  au- 
thorized entries  and  documents,  which  will  be  noticed  in  their  proper 
places,  are  made  evidence.' 

*With  respect  to  all  these  and  some  other  documents,  it   r«2961 
has  been  enacted  by  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  118,  that  **  whenever  by 

execation.  A  conveyance  of  this  kind  was  offered  in  evidence,  having  an  in- 
dorsement purporting  to  be  a  memorandum  of  the  enrolment  of  the  indenture  in 
Chancery  on  a  certain  day,  and  to  be  signed  by  one  who  was  proved  to  be  clerk 
of  the  enrolment,  although  not  so  described  in  the  indorsement.  The  Court 
ascertained,  by  inquiry,  that  it  was  the  practice  in  the  Enrolment  Office  for  the 
officer,  when  he  makes  the  enrolment,  to  deliver  back  the  original  deed  with  the 
certificate  of  enrolment  indorsed  upon  it,  and  held,  that  the  indorsement  was 
evidence  both  of  itself,  and  of  the  fact  which  it  purported  to  state :  Doe  dem. 
WiUiamt  and  others  v.  X%(2,  1  M.  &  G.  (39  E.  C.  L.  R.)  671 ;  and  see  now  the 
statute,  ante,  p.  263. 

•  See  Black  v.  Lord  Braybrooke,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  7,  13 ;  and  see 
below,  tit.  Judgments — Judicial  Documents. 

»  Roberts  v.  Eddington,  4  Esp.  88  ;  SeweU  Y.Corpj  1  C.  &  P.  (12  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
392;  Drake  v.  Marryat,  1  B.  &  C.  (8  E.  C.  L.  R.)  473 ;  Waldron  v.  Coombe,  3 
Taunt.  162 ;  R,  t,' SeweU,  8  Q.  B.  (55  E.  C*  L.  R.)  161 ;  see  Broton  v.  Thornton, 
6  Ad.  &  K.  (33  E.  C.  L.  R.)  185. 

«  B.  N.  P.  229 ;  Black  v.  Lord  Braybrooke,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  6 ; 
Bumand  v.  Nerot,  1  Car.  &  P.  (12  E.  C.  L.  R.)  578 ;  but  see  ante,  p.  261. 

'  See  14  Jb  15  Vict.  c.  6,  s.  16,  as  to  examinations  under  Mutiny  Act ;  also  5  & 
6  Geo.  IV.  c.  84,  s.  24,  and  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  28,  s.  11,  as  to  certificates  of  indict- 
ments and  convictions.  Where,  upon  a  question  as  to  the  delivery  of  a  cask  of 
whiskey,  the  court  below  had  decided  it  upon  the  effect  of  extracts  from  the  excise 
book,  and  the  certificate  of  a  commissioner  of  excise,  as  to  the  accuracy  of  the 
books  from  which  such  extracts  were  taken,  the  House  of  Lords  reversed  the 
judgment,  as  having  been  decided  upon  inadmissible  evidence.  Excise  books, 
as  public  documents,  might  be  received ;  or  if,  on  account  of  public  convenience, 
the  originals  could  not  be  produced,  examined  copies  on  oath  might  be  pro- 
duced :  Dunbur  v.  Harvie,  2  Bli.  351. 
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any  statute  then  or  afterwards  to  be  in  force,  any  certificate,  official 
or  public  document,  or  document  or  proceeding  of  any  corporation, 
or  joint-stock  or  other  company,  or  any  certified  copy  of  any  docu- 
ment, by-law,  entry  in  any  register  or  other  book,  or  of  any  other 
proceeding,  shall  be  receivable  in  evidence  of  any  particular  in  any 
court  of  justice,  or  before  any  legal  tribunal,  or  either  House  of 
Parliament,  or  any  Committee  of  either  House,  or  in  any  judicial 
proceeding,  the  same  shall  be  admitted  in  evidence,  provided  they 
respectively  purport  to  be  sealed  or  impressed  with  a  stamp,  or 
sealed  and  signed,  or  signed  alone,  as  required,  or  impressed  with  a 
stamp  and  signed,  as  directed  by  the  respective  Acts  made  or  to  be 
hereafter  made ;  without  any  proof  of  the  seal  or  stamp  where  a  seal 
or  stamp  is  necessary,  or  of  the  signature,  or  of  the  official  character 
of  the  person  appearing  to  have  signed  the  same,  and  without  any 
further  proof  thereof,  in  every  case  in  which  the  original  record 
could  have  been  received  in  evidence.  "• 

Public  registers,  although  not  originally  intended  for  the  purposes 
of  evidence,  are  generally  admissible  in  support  of  the  facts  to  which 
they  relate,  for  they  are  made  by  persons  in  an  official  situation,  whose 
duty  it  is  to  make  the  entries  accurately  of  the  tacts  immediately 
within  their  knowledge.^    These  are,  the  registers  kept  in  churches,^ 

■  Sect.  1. 

^  There  are  a  great  number  of  public  books  directed  to  be  kept  by  various 
statutes,  which  on  these  grounds  are  evidence ;  a  list  of  some  of  them  may  be 
found.  2  Taylor  on  £v.,  p.  1053. 

*  These  were  originally  instituted  at  the  instigation  of  Lord  Cromwell,  who 
(temp.  Hen.  YIII.)  was  Vicar-General  to  the  King,  and  before  whom  all  wills 
to  the  value  of  20Z.  were  to  be  proved.  This  appointment  was  afterwards  con- 
firmed by  the  injunction  of  Edward  YI.,  who  directed  that  the  registering 
should  be  in  the  presence  of  the  parson  and  churchwardens,  on  a  Sunday,  and 
that  the  book  should  be  kept  locked  ii}  the  church,  the  vicar  aad  churchwardens 
having  keys :  see  Salk.  281 ;  Gilb.  Law  of  £v.  76.  The  Marriage  Act,  26  Geo. 
11.  c.  33,  8.  14,  directed  that,  immediately  after  the  celebration  of  every 
marriage,  an  entry  thereof  should  be  made  in  a  register,  in  which  it  should  be 
expessed  that  the  marriage  was  celebrated  by  banns  or  license ;  and  if  both  or 
either  of  the  parties  married  by  license  were  under  age,  with  consent  of  parents 
or  guardians,  as  the  case  might  be  ;  and  should  be  signed  by  the  minister  with 
his  proper  addition,  and  also  by  the  parties  married,  and  attested  by  two  credi- 
ble witnesses.  This  form,  however,  was  directory  only,  and  an  examined  copy 
of  a  marriage  regularly  attested  by  one  witness  only,  under  this  statute,  was 
admissible :  Doe  dem,  Blayney  v.  Sewage,  1  C.  &  K.  (47  E.  G.  L.  R.)  487.  By 
the  Stat.  52  Geo.  III.  c.  146,  s.  7,  registers  of  baptism,  marriages  and  burials 
were  directed  to  be  kept  by  the  officiating  clergyman  in  a  particular  form,  and 
copies  of  these  registers,  verified  by  the  officiating  minister  of  the  parish,  were 
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*of  baptismSy  marriageSj^  and  burialsy^  and  by  the  regis-  r^oQ^ji 
trars  of  births,  deaths,  and  marriages.'^  Although  the 
♦entries  are  first  made  in  a  day-book  of  a  church  register,  p^oQon 
snch  day-book  is  not  evidence  when  the  entry  has  been  made  *-  -■ 
in  the  register/  And  therefore,  where  in  the  day-book  the  letters  B. 
B.  were  added,  which  were  explained  to  be  base-born,  but  were  not 
added  in  the  subsequent  entry  in  the  register,  the  court  held  that  the 

directed  to  be  transmitted  annually  by  the  churchwardens,  after  they  or  one 
of  them  should  have  signed  the  same,  to  the  registrar  of  the  diocese ;  and  these 
provisions  as  to  baptisms  and  burials,  are  still  in  force :  see  6  &  7  Will.  lY.  c. 
86,  ss.  1  and  49.  Provisions  of  a  similar  nature  had  been  made  by  the  canons 
of  1603,  but  these  prescriptions  had  fallen  into  disuse,  see  3  Burn^s  Ecc.  Law 
459  ;  Gibson's  Codex  204*,  and  Yol.  II.,  tit.  Marriagb. 

'  By  6  &  7  Will.  IV.  c.  86,  the  provisions  before  in  force  under  52  Geo.  III.  c. 
146,  and  4  Geo.  IV.  76,  are  repealed  from  the  Ist  of  March,  1837 ',  but  the  pro- 
yisions  as  to  baptisms  and  burials  are  continued,  sects.  1  and  49.  By  that 
statute,  however,  marriage  registers  are  to  be  provided  for  every  church  and 
chapel  in  which  marriages  may  be  solemnized,  and  also  for  Quakers'  chapels 
and  Jewish  synagogues,  in  duplicate,  one  to  be  kept  by  the  officiating  clergy- 
man or  person,  and  the  other  to  be  returned  to  the  registrar-general,  see  ss.  30, 
31.  A  register  of  marriages  kept  in  Barbadoes  is  evidence  of  a  marriage,  being 
required  by  law  to  be  kept,  and  an  examined  copy  has  been  received  in 
evidence :  Cood  v.  Coodf  1  Curt  755. 

^  Sid.  71 ;  Godb.  145. 

*  By  6  &  7  Will.  IV.  c,  86,  provisions  are  made  for  the  registry  of  births, 
deaths  and  marriages  by  registrars  throughout  the  country,  in  a  full  form  con- 
taining various  particulars  given  in  the  schedule  to  the  Act,  which  are  to  be  sup- 
plied by  various  persons  within  a  certain  time,  and  under  certain  penalties  for 
giving  false  information.  A  general  register  office  for  England  is  established 
in  the  metropolis,  and  by  s.  3d,  the  Registrar-General  is  to  cause  "  to  be  sealed 
or  stamped  with  the  seal  of  the  register  office  all  certified  copies  of  entries  given 
in  the  said  office ;  and  all  certified  copies  of  entries  purporting  to  be  sealed  or 
gtamped  with  the  seal  of  the  said  register  office  shall  be  received  as  evidence  of 
the  birth,  death  oc  marriage  to  which  the  same  relates,  without  any  further  or 
other  proof  of  such  entry  *,  and  no  certified  copy  purporting  to  be  given  in  the 
said  office  shall  be  of  any  force  or  effect  which  is  not  sealed  or  stamped  as 
aforesaid." 

'  Mat/  V.  JIfay,  Str.  1073.  per  Probyn  and  Lee,  Js.,  Page,  J.,  dissentiente :  see 
maker  V.  Winsfidd,  18  Ves.  443. 

^  As  to  the  admissibility  of  such  registers  or  sworn  copies  see  5  Peters  470 ; 
Kingston  v.  Lesley  10  S.  &  R.  383 ;  Hyam  v.  Edwards^  1  Dall.  2 ;  Stoever  v. 
Whitman^ 3  Lessee j  6  Binn.  416 ;  Sumner  v.  Sebec,  3  Greenl.  223  ;  Wedgwood's 
case,  8  Greenl.  75 ;  Martin  v.  Gunhy,  2  Harr  k  John.  248 ;  Jackson  v.  King,  5 
Cow.  237 ;  Jackson  v.  Boneham^  15  Johns.  226.  Entries  in  a  family  Bible  are 
admissible  to  prove  the  deaths  of  members  of  the  family :  Hunt  v.  Johnson^  19 
N.  Y.  279. 
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entry  in  the  register  could  not  be  controlled  or  altered  by  the  entry 
in  the  day-book,  for  there  could  not  be  two  registers  in  the  same 
parish.'  An  entry  in  the  register  of  baptism  by  a  minister,  of  the 
baptism  of  a  child  which  had  taken  place  before  he  became  minister, 
and  made  on  the  information  of  the  clerk,  is  not  admissible  evidence, 
neither  is  the  private  memorandum  of  the  clerk,  who  was  present  at 
the  baptism  ;*  nor  is  a  parish  register  produced  by  the  parish  clerk 
without  explanation  of  his  possession  of  it,  for  it  is  not  produced  from 
the  ^proper  custody,  parish  registers  being  directed  by  statute 


[♦299] 


to  be  kept  by  the  clergyman. 


b 


A  register  is  evidence,  «ven  between  strangers,  as  to  the  time  of 
marriage.*  And  a  statement  in  the  church  register  that  a  child  was 
base-bom  has  been  received  in  evidence.'  But  the  church  register 
is  no  proof  of  the  identity  of  the  parties;*  nor  is  it  evidence  that  a 
party  was  of  the  particular  age  stated  in  the  register ;'  nor,  without 
evidence  to  show  that  the  party  was  young  when  christened,  is  it  evi- 
dence that  he  was  born  within  the  parish. 

The  books  of  the  Fleet  Prison  are  not  admissible  in  evidence  to 
prove  a  marriage,  for  they  are  not  made  under  public  authority.' 

■  May  V.  May,  Str.  1073 ;  Lee  v.  Meecock,  5  Esp.  C.  177.  If  the  entry  in  the 
day-book,  which  represented  the  plaintiff  to  be  illegitimate,  had  been  made 
under  the  direction  of  the  reputed  father  and  mother,  the  evidence  would,  it 
seems,  have  been  admissible  as  the  declaration  of  a  deceased  parent.  In  the 
absence  of  such  evidence,  it  appeared  to  be  nothing  more  than  a  private 
memorandum,  made  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  the  clerk  to  make  up  the 
register. 

•  Doe  V.  Bray,  8  B.  &  C.  (15  E.  C.  L.  R.)  813. 

^  Doe  dem.  Arundle  v.  Fowler^  19  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  151. 

•  Doe  V.  Barnes,  1  M.  &  Rob.  386. 

^  Cope  V.  Cope,  1  M.  &  Rob.  269 )  being  evidence  of  reputation.  It  was  there 
said  that  similar  evidence  had  been  received  in  a  prior  case :  Morris  v.  Dams^ 
3Car.  &P.  (14  E.  C.  L.  R.)  215. 

•  Biri  V.  Barlowy  1  Doug.  170}  Bain  v.  Mason,  1  C.  &  P.  (12  E.  C.  L.  R.)  202; 
Barber  v.  Holmes,  3  Esp.  190:  see  tit.  Poltoamt — ^Marriaob.  As  to  how  the 
identity  may  be  proved,  see  Sayer  v.  Glossqp,  2  Ex.  409. 

'  Wihen  v.  Law,  3  Stark.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  63 ;  E,  v.  Clapham,  4  Gar.  &  P.  C. 
(19  E.  C.  L.  R.)  29 ;  R,  v.  North  Petherton,  5  B.  &  C.  (11  E.  C.  L.  R.)  508  j 
Burghart  v.  Angersiein,  6  G.  &  P.  (25  E.  G.  L.  R.)  690;  Duins  v.  Donovan,  3 
Hag.  301;  B.  v.  Lubbenham,  5  B.  &  G.  (11  E.  G.  L.  R.)  968;  B.  v.  St. 
Kaiherine,  Ibid.  970.  But  under  the  Registration  Act,  if  the  place  of  birth  or 
death  be  added  by  direction  of  the  Registrar-General,  the  register,  it  would 
seem,  is  evidence  thereof:  6  &  7  Will.  IV.  c.  86,  s.  38 ;  7  Will.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  o. 

^A,  S.  o. 

>  Reed  v.  Passer,  Peake,  G.  231 ;  Doe  dem,  Orrel  v.  Madox,  1  Esp.  197 ;  Hc^ 
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Nor  is  the  copy  of  a  register  *of  a  foreign  chapel  admissi-  r.^o^/^-, 
ble  here  to  prove  a  marriage  abroad.^  Nor  a  copy  of  an  ^  -^ 
entry  in  the  book  kept  at  the  British  Ambassador's  in  Paris,  wherein 
bis  chaplain  makes  and  subscribes  entries  of  all  marriages  celebrated 
by  him.^  Neither  is  the  copy  of  a  register  of  baptism  in  Guernsey  ;^ 
nor  the  register  of  a  dissenting  chapel.^  Nor  an  entry  of  the  cir- 
cumcision of  a  Jewish  child,  made  in  a  book  kept  in  the  synagogue 
by  the  Chief  Rabbi,  since  deceased,  who  performed  the  rite,  which 
entry  was  made  in  ^he  course  of  his  duty.^  But  by  stat.  3  &  4  Vict. 
c.  92,  certain  registers  of  births,  baptisms,  deaths,  burials  and  mar- 
riages, are  directed  to  be  deposited  with  the  Registrar-General,  and, 
subject  to  certain  provisions  as  to  giving  notice  to  the  opposite  party, 
are  ""made  evidence  in  all  cases ;  and  certified  extracts,  sub-  r:^QQi i 
ject  to  similar  provisions,  are  likewise,  except  in    criminal 

wood  T.  Firmin,  Peake,  G.  233 ;  Howard  y.  Burtonwood,  Ibid.  d.  ;  Cooke  v. 
Hoyd,  Ibid. ;  Doe  v.  Gataere,  8  C.  &  P.  (34  £.  C.  L.  R.)  578.  But,  semhUy  that 
on  a  question  of  pedigree^  the  books  of  the  Fleet  are  evidence  to  show  the  name 
bj  which  a  woman  passed  when  she  was  married  there :  Latorence  and  others 
Y.  Dixon,  Peake  136 ;  1  Esp.  213.  And  in  Doe  v.  Lloyds  Shrewsb.  Sum.  Ass., 
Heath,  J.,  admitted  them  in  evidence :  see  Peake  £v.  87.  These  books,  and 
the  registers  of  marriages  performed  at  the  King's  Bench  Prison,  at  May  Fair, 
and  the  Mint,  &c.,  have  been  purchased  by  government,  and  are  deposited  in 
the  office  of  the  Registrar-General,  under  3  &  4  Vict.  o.  92,  but  by  express  ex- 
ception (ss.  6  and  20)  are  not  thereby  made  receivable  in  evidence.  The  Fleet 
Books  contain  the  original  entries  of  marriages  solemnized  in  the  Fleet  Prison 
from  1686  to  1784 ;  Phillips  on  Ev.,  Vol.  II.,  p.  595,  9th  ed. 

^  Leader  v.  Barry ^  1  Esp.  353  *,  see  further,  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Marriage. 

'  AikUme  Peerage,  8  CI.  k  Fin.  262.  As  to  proof  of  foreign  marriages,  see 
infra^  note. 

^  Huei  V.  Le  MesurieVj  1  Cox  275 ;  but  see  as  to  this,  1  Curt.  766. 

'  For  it  is  not  a  public  document:  Newham  v.  Raiihby,  Phill.  315.  A  register 
of  baptism  of  the  child  of  a  dissenter  (twenty-five  years  after  the  alleged  birth), 
containing  the  words,  '^said  to  be  born,"  &c.,  being  mere  hearsay  and  informa- 
tion, and  therefore  of  no  assistance  in  establishing  the  fact,  was  refused  to  be 
allowed  to  remain  as  a  part  of  the  proceedings :  Duins  v.  Donovan,  3  Hag. 
301.  An  entry  of  the  birth  of  a  dissenter's  child,  in  a  book  kept  at  Dr.  Wil- 
liam's Library  in  Redcross  Street,  was  held  to  be  inadmissible  evidence :  Ex 
parte  Taylor,  1  J.  &  W.  483.  The  books  of  baptisms,  marriages  and  deaths  in 
India,  must  be  brought  from  their  place  of  deposit  at  the  India  House :  Taylor 
on  £v.  1055.  In  order  to  establish  the  determination  of  a  life  estate,  hearsay 
evidence  of  the  death  of  the  cestui  que  vies  is  not,  as  in  a  case  of  pedigree,  suf- 
ficient ;  nor  is  the  register  of  a  dissenting  chapel,  or  an  inscription  on  a  tomb- 
stone in  the  adjacent  burial  ground,  receivable :  Whittuck  v.  Waters,  4  C.  &  P. 
(19  E.  C.  L.  R.)  375. 

» Dams  V.  Lloyd,  1  C.  &  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  275. 
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proceedings,  rendered  evidence  in  every  court  of  justice." 
*The  rule  as  to  proof  of  marriages,  &;c.,  by  the  registers  in 
the  absence  of  living  witnesses  has  been  held  not  to  apply  to  Ireland, 
where  such  registers  have  not  been  duly  kept.^    But  now  certified 

»  Under  this  statute,  (see  9  Car.  &  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  793),  the  following 
registers  have  been  made  evidence : 
The  Registers  of  the  French  Churches  in  England,  commencing  in  the  year  1567. 

1669. 

1689. 

1762. 


German  Chapels  " 

Dutch  Chapel  Royal     << 

Swiss  Church  *' 

Presbyterians  throughout  Eng- 
land and  Wales, 

Independents, 

Baptists, 

Scotch  Churches  in  England, 

Society  of  Friends  throughout 
England  and  Wales, 

Wesleyan  Methodists, 

Methodists,  New  Connection, 

Primitive  Methodists, 

Bible  Christians, 

Inghamites, 

Moravians, 

Lady  Huntingdon's  Connection, 

Calvinistic  Methodists, 

Sweden borgian 8  throughout 
England  and  Wales, 
The  Registers  from  Dr.  William's  Library  in  Red- 
cross  Street, 
''  The  Paternoster  Row  Registry, 

The  Bunhill  Fields'  Register, 
The  Registers  of  the  Liverpool  Necropolis, 

Deadman's  Place  Cemetery, 
South  wark, 

Leeds  Cemetery, 

Walworth  Burial  Ground, 

Ecclesall  Cemetery, 

Norwich  Cemetery, 

Roman  Catholic  Chapels  of 
about  one-third  of  England. 
The  sections,  which  provide  for  the  admission  of  the  originals  or  certified  copies 
of  these  registers,  are  the  9th  to  the  19th.  By  these,  notice  must  be  given  by 
the  one  party  to  the  other,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  of  his  intention  to  use  the 
particular  matter  in  evidence,  and  a  certified  extract  must  be  sent  a  reasonable 
time  before  the  trial  or  hearing.  A  certified  copy  under  the  seal  is  rendered 
sufficient  evidence  in  all  save  criminal  cases,  in  which  cases  the  original  must 
be  produced.    These  provisions  are  too  long  to  insert  in  full. 

*  Vaux  Peerage^  5  CI.  &  Fin.  526 )  Earl  of  Roscommon^s  dainij  6  CI.  & 
Fin.  97. 
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1642. 
1644. 
1642. 
1758. 

1644. 
1772. 
1787. 
1813. 
1817. 
1753. 
1742. 
1752. 
1762. 

1787. 

1742. 
1808. 
1713. 
1825. 

1738. 
1835. 
1819. 
1834. 
1821. 
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copies  of  the  register  of  marriages  in  Ireland,  deposited  in  the  Gene- 
ral Register  Office  in  Dublin,  are  evidence,^  and  moreover  the  regis- 
ters of  marriages  kept  by  consuls  abroad,  and  copies  of  them  trans- 
mitted to  the  Registrar-General  in  England,  as  well  as  certified 
copies  of  them,  are  now  rendered  admissible  in  evidence.^ 

An  entry  in  a  register,  like  any  other  public  document,  may  be 
proved  by  means  of  an  examined  copy  ;'>  ^  and  it  is  of  course  unne- 

•7&8  Vict.  c.  81,88.  62,  71. 

I*  By  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  68,  consals  abroad  are  authorized  to  8olemnize  marriaj^es, 
of  which  (s.  11)  they  are  to  keep  a  register  in  duplicate ;  one  copy  is  to  be  (s. 
12)  presented  to  the  Registrar  of  Births,  Marriages  and  Deaths  in  England ; 
and  (s.  18)  that  Act  is  to  be  taken  as  part  of  6  &  7  Will.  IV.  c.  86,  and  every 
consul  shall  be  deemed  a  registrar  under  that  Act ;  and  all  provisions  of  that 
Act  relating  to  any  registoar,  or  register  of  marriages,  or  certified  copies  thereof, 
ahall  be  taken  to  extend  to  the  registers  of  marriages  under  this  Act,  and  to  the 
certified  copies  thereof,  so  far  as  the  same  are  applicable  thereto.  In  any  action 
or  suit  for  foreclosure,  or  prosecution  for  perjury  under  the  Act,  the  declaration 
and  certificate  of  the  consul,  under  his  hand  and  consular  seal  (s.  17)  is  rendered 
good  evidence. 

^  Biri  V.  Barlow,  1  Boug.  173.  "  They  are  in  the  nature  of  records,  and  need 
not  be  produced  or  proved  by  subscribing  witnesses :''  per  Lord  Mansfield,  Ibid. ; 
see  52  Geo.  III.  o.  146,  s.  17.  Qu.,  however,  whether  they  can  be  proved  by  oral 
evidence :  per  BiiUer,  J.,  2  Evanses  Poth.  139. 

^  A  copy  of  the  register  of  the  births  and  deaths  of  the  Society  of  Quakers 
in  England,  proved  before  the  Lord  Mayor  of  London,  was  admitted  in  evidence 
in  Pennsylvania,  to  prove  the  death  of  a  person :  Lessee  of  Hyam  v.  Edwards, 
1  Ball.  2.  So  the  registry  of  any  religious  society  in  that  State,  is  evidence  by 
statute ;  bat  it  must  be  proved  at  common  law.  A  copy  certified  under  the  seal 
of  the  corporation  is  not  evidence:  Stoever  v.  Lessee  of  Whitman,  6  Binn.  416. 
In  North  Carolina,  a  parish  register  of  marriages,  births  and  deaths,  kept  pur- 
suant to  a  statute  of  that  State  is  good  evidence  to  prove  pedigree,  and  that  the 
several  persons  whose  pedigree  is  thus  proved,  are  within  the  savings  of  the 
Statute  of  Limitations :  Jacocks  v.  Gilliam,  2  Murphy  47.  The  record  of  a  bap- 
tism, made  by  a  parish  minister,  who  was  dead,  has  been  received  in  evidence 
in  Connecticut:  Huntley  v.  Comstock,  2  Root  99.  And  in  Massachusetts,  a 
certified  copy  of  the  record  of  the  clergyman  or  justice  of  the  peace  is  constantly 
admitted  in  evidence  to  prove  a  marriage.  A  sworn  copy  of  the  records  of  a 
town  in  Connecticut,  wherein  were  contained  the  date  of  the  marriage  of  the 
parents  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  time  of  the  birth  of  their  children,  was  held  to 
be  admissible  evidence  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York :  Jackson  v.  Boneham, 
J  5  Johns.  226.  A  copy  of  such  record  certified  by  the  clerk  of  the  town,  if 
within  the  State  is  received  in  evidence  without  objection,  in  Massachusetts.  M. 

A  book  found  in  the  hands  of  the  town  clerk  and  purporting  to  be  a  record  of 
births  and  marriages  in  the  town,  has  been  held  in  Maine  to  heprimdfade 
eridence  of  the  facts  it  contains,  as  for  example  of  the  age  of  a  person :  Sumner 
T.  Sebee,  3  Oreenl.  223.  I. 

As  to  family  records  see  North  Brookfleld  y.  Warren,  82  Mass.  171.    In  order 
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■  » 

cessary  to  give  any  proof  by  means. of  the  subscribing  witnesses, 
or  to  prove  their  handwriting,  although  the  register  be  produced/ 
Even  where  the  object  is  to  prove  the  identity  of  a  person  named 
in  the  register/  and  this  is  done  by  a  witness  who  swears  to 
P^oAo-i  '^'bis  handwriting  in  the  register,  an  examined  copy  is  suffi- 
cient. It  has  been  held  at  Nisi  Prius,*  that  annual  returns 
made  to  the  registry  of  the  diocese,  according  to  the  requisitions  of 
the  70th  canon,  are  admissible  only  as  secondary  evidence,  but  that 
returns  made  under  the  stat.  52  Geo.  III.,  c.  146,  would  be  prov- 
able by  examined  copies  of  originals.  A  copy  taken  from  a  book 
produced  by  the  parson  of  a  parish,  as  being  the  parish  register, 
upon  application  made  to  him  for  it,  will  be  sufficient.*  But  if  to 
such  application  he  reply  that  there  is  no  such  register  for  the  par- 
ticular year,  that  will  not  be  evidence  of  loss  sufficient  to  let  in 
secondary  evidence.^  Entries  in  registers  kept  under  the  General 
Registry  Act  may  be  proved  by  certified  copies  under  the  office 
seal.'' 

Other  parish  books  are  also  receivable  in  evidence  in  certain 
cases ;  thus,  in  an  action  for  the  disturbance  of  the  plaintiff  in  the 
use  of  his  pew  at  church,  an  old  entry  made  in  the  vestry-book  by 
the  churchwardens,  stating  that  the  pew  had  been  repaired  by  the 
owner  of  a  messuage  under  whom  the  plaintiff  claimed,  was  ad- 
mitted as  evidence  of  the  right,  having  been  made  as  to  a  fact  within 
the  scope  of  the  churchwarden's  office,  and  being  evidence  of  the 
reputation  in  the  parish  as  to  the  right.''    An  entry  in  a  vestry-book 

'  Birt  V.  BarloWj  Doug.  173 ;  see  Drtike  r.  Smyth,  5  Price  369. 

■  Sayer  y.  Glossop,  2  Ex.  409. 

*  Walker  v.  Beauchamp,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  552 ;  Wihen  v.  Law,  3 
Stark.  (3  £.  C.  L.  R.)  63;  Doe  dem.  Wood  v.  Wilkins,  2  Car.  &  K.  (61  £.  C.  L. 
R.)  328. 

■  Walker  v.  Beauchamp,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  552.  But  a  copy  of  a  book, 
produced  simply  by  the  clerk,  would  not  be  ;  mpra^  note. 

^  Ibid. 

^  See  ante,  p.  297,  note  (x) ;  p.  302,  note  (o),  (p) ;  p.  301,  note  (m),  where  see 
an  exception. 
»  FHee  v.  Littlewood,  3  Camp.  288 ;  see  Vol.  II.  tit  P«w. 

to  render  admissible  an  entry  of  births  or  deaths  in  a  family  Bible  or  reoord, 
the  decease  of  the  parent  making  it  must  be  shown:  Oreerdeafy,  Dubuque  R. 
R,  Co,,  30  Iowa  301.  A  church  record  of  baptisms  is  admissible :  Kennedy  v. 
Doyle,  10  Allen  161.  An  entry  in  a  parish  register  of  a  child's  baptism  is  not 
evidence  of  the  identity  of  such  child ;  nor  is  the  recital  in  such  entry  of  the 
chHd's  age  sufficient  evidence  thereof  to  support  a  plea  of  infancy :  Morrissey  v. 
Wiggins  Ferry  Co.,  47  Mo.  521. 


REQISTBRS — HOW    PROVED — PARISH    BOOKS.  303 

has  also  been  admitted  to  prove  an  averment  in  an  indictment  for  a 
libel,  that  the  prosecutor  had  been  elected  treasurer  at  a  vestry  duly 
iield  in  pursuance  of  notice/  An  old  book  produced  by  a  church- 
warden from  the  parish  chest,  in  which  the  names  of  the  surveyors 
*of  the  highways  were  stated,  was  received  by  Coleridge,  J.,  r*qAj.T 
•to  prove  who  were  surveyors  at  that  time." 

But  on  an  appeal,  the  respondents,  in  order  to  prove  the  fact  of 
the  delivery  to  them  of  a  certificate  given  by  the  appellants, 
acknowledging  the  pauper  to  be  their  settled  inhabitant,  produced  an 
old  book  from  their  own  parish  chest,  in  which  was  an  entry  of  that 
fact  in  the  handwriting  of  a  former  parish  oflScer.  It  was  held 
that  such  evidence  was  inadmissible,  being  a  matter  discharging 
his  own  parish.* 

An  old  entry  in  a  vestry-book  is  not  admissible  on  the  part  of  the 
parishioners  to  show  that  they  have  the  right  concurrently  with  the 
rector  to  elect  to  a  parish  office,  there  being  nothing  to  show  that  the 
rector  was  present  at  the  meeting.^  But  such  entries  at  meetings 
where  the  rector  was  present  are  receivable.* 

By  the  17  Geo.  II.,  c.  38,  s.  13,  copies  of  all  rates  and  assessments 
for  the  relief  of  the  poor  are  to  be  kept  in  a  book  by  the  church- 
wardens and  overseers  of  every  parish,  which  is  to  be  kept  in  a 
public  place  in  the  parish,  and  to  be  produced  at  the  sessions, 
when  any  appeal  is  to  be  heard.  In  the  case  of  the  Zouch  peerage, 
a  parish  book  of  rates  and  loans  was  admitted  as  evidence  of  the 
existence  and  residence  of  a  party  in  the  parish  in  the  year  1649, 
by  the  entry  of  the  payment  of  her  subscription  to  a  parish  loan  in 
that  year.* 

By  the  42  Geo.  III.,  c.  46,  the  churchwardens  and  overseers'  are 
to  keep  a  book  containing  the  names  of  all  *parish  apprentices, 
and  of  the  other  particulars  required  by  the  Act ;  the  entries   ^        ^ 

'  E,  V.  Martin,  2  Camp.  C.  100. 

*  R.  V.  Inhabitants  of  Pembridge,  Car.  &  M.  (41  E.  C.  L.  R.)  157. 
^  B.  y.  Debenham,  2  B.  &  A.  185. 

*  RarUq/  V.  Cooke,  5  C.  &  P.  (24  E.  C.  L.  R.)  441. 

^  Ibid. ;  and  extracts  from  the  register  of  the  Bishop  of  the  diocese  were  read 
to  prove  the  same  appointments. 

'  Printed  Evidence  162.  Entries  by  a  churchwarden  not  made  in  the  course 
of  his  official  duty,  and  by  which  he  does  not  charge  himself,  are  not  admissible : 
Cooke  V.  Bankea,  2  C.  &  P.  (14  E.  C.  L.  R.)  478  ;  Taylor  v.  Devtn/,  7  Ad.  &  E. 
(34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  409. 

*  By  2  Geo.  III.  c.  22,  a  register  of  all  infants  in  workhouses  within  the  Bills 
of  Mortality,  with  their  names,  ages  and  other  description,  was  also  directed 
to  be  kept  by  these  officers. 
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are  to  be  signed  by  the  justices  who  assent  to  the  indentures ;  and  when 
the  latter  are  proved  to  have  been  destroyed  or  lost,  such  register  is  to 
be  deemed  sufficient  evidence  in  all  courts  of  law  in  proof  of  the  ex- 
istence of  such  indentures,  and  of  the  other  particulars  specified  in  the 
register ;  and  each  entry,  if  approved,  is  to  be  signed  by  the  justices, 
and  sucIl  book  may  be  inspected  at  all  seasonable  hours,  and  a  copy 
taken,  if  the  indentures  are  lost  or  destroyed. 

The  register  of  the  Navy  Office,  made  up  from  the  captains'  returns, 
with  proof  of  the  method  there  used  to  enter  all  persons  dead  with 
the  letters  D  d,  is  evidence  of  such  death.'  And  so  is  the  muster- 
book  transmitted  by  the  officers  of  the  ship  to  the  Navy  Office.' 
The  book  kept  at  the  Sick  and  Hurt  Office,  in  which  are  copied  the 
different  returns  made  by  the  officers  of  the  navy,  of  persons  dying 
on  board,  is  evidence  to  show  the  time  of  a  seaman's  death.^  So  the 
log-book  of  a  man-of-war  which  convoyed  a  fleet,  is  evidence  to  prove 
the  time  of  sailing.^  *  *But  the  log-book  of  a  merchantman 
L  J  can  only  be  used  by  a  witness  to  refresh  his  memory,  with 
respect  to  a  fact  which  he  remembers  to  have  seen  there  at  a  time 
when  he  had  a  clear  recollection  of  the  circumstance.^  Where  a  statute 
required  that  every  vessel  engaged  in  the  whale  fishery  should  carry 

'  B.  N.  P.  249 ;  Bao  Abr.,  Ev.  P. ;  B.  v.  Bhades,  Leach,  C.  C.  L.  4th  ed.  24 ; 
B,  v.  Fitzgerald  and  Lee,  Ibid.  20. 

<  B.  v.  Fitzgerald  and  Lee,  Leach,  G.  C.  L.  20 ;  B.  v.  BhodeSy  Ibid.  24. 

^  Wallace^  Administrator ,  v.  Cooke,  5  Esp.  C.  117.  But  where  the  wife  of -4. 
B.  obtains  goods  after  stating  that  her  husband  is  dead,  it  is  not  a  sufficient 
answer  to  an  action  for  the  amount,  to  show,  by  the  muster  of  a  ship  from  the 
Admiralty,  that  a  person  of  the  name  of  A,  B.  was  living  at  the  time :  Barber 
▼.  Holmes,  3  Esp.  G.  190 ;  Kenyon,  G.  J.,  1800.  As  to  the  books  at  Lloyd's,  see 
Abel  V.  Potts,  3  Esp.  G.  242,  and  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Policy. 

^  D^ Israeli  v.  Jowett,  1  Esp.  G.  427.  Such  log-book  and  the  official  letter  of 
the  commander  to  the  Admiralty  were  read  without  objection,  as  proof  that  the 
fleet  encountered  a  storm,  and  that  a  particular  vessel  parted  company :  Watson 
and  another.  Administrators  of  Maxwell  v.  King,  4  Gamp.  272,  Kllenborough, 
G.  J.,  1815;  Barber  y.  Holmes,  3  Esp.  190.  So  lists  of  convoy:  Bichardson  v. 
Hellish,  2  Bing.  (9  E.  G.  L.  R.)  241. 

J  Burrough  v.  Martin,  2  Gamp.  112. 

The  log-books  of  merchant-ships  are  now  regulated  by  the  Mercantile  Marine 
Act  1850;  13  &  14  Vict.  c.  93,  s.  85.  They  are  to  be  kept  in  a  form  sanc- 
tioned by  the  Board  of  Trade,  and  certain  entries  are  to  be  made  in  them  under 
a  penalty. 

'  The  log-book,  kept  by  the  mate,  is  not  evidence  on  an  indictment  against 
the  crew  for  a  revolt  and  confining  the  master :  United  States  v.  Sharp  et  al.y 
Peters'  C.  G.  119.  M. 
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out  an  apprentice  for  every  fifty  tons,  and  that  the  same  should  be 
verified  by  the  master,  mate  and  two  of  the  mariners,  it  was  held  that 
an  affidavit  verifying  a  muster-roll,  upon  which  it  appeared  that  a  cer- 
tain number  of  apprentices  was  on  board  when  the  vessel  cleared  out^ 
is  primd  facie  evidence  that  such  apprentices  were  on  board  when  the 
vessel  sailed.^  So  a  copy  of  an  official  document,  made  in  pursuance 
of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  containing  the  names,  capacities,  and  de- 
scriptions of  passengers  transmitted  by  captains  in  the  India  trade 
to  the  Court  of  Directors,  was  held  to  be  good  proof  of  such  persons 
being  on  board.^ 

Excise-books  are  public  documents."^  In  JR.  v.  Ghimwoodj^  it  was 
held  that  excise-books  transcribed  from  the  maltster's  specimen-paper 
were  admissible  evidence  against  him  without  calling  the  officers  to 
substantiate  them,  even  although  they  were  charged  to  be  fraudulent 
and  collusive,  without  proof  given  that  they  were  so.  The  custom- 
house copy  of  the  searcher's  report,  produced  by  the  officer  in  whose 
custody  it  is  lodged,  is  evidence  of  the  actual  shipment  of  the  goods 
therein  specified.^  But  a  shipping  entry  at  the  Custom  House,  al- 
though *for  some  purposes  a  public  document,  is  not  evi- 
dence to  afiect  the  person  whose  duty  it  was  to  cause  the  entry  ^  ^ 
to  be  made,  criminally ;  the  note  from  which  the  entry  had  been  made 
by  the  office  having  been  accidentally  destroyed.'  Books  and  official 
documents  kept  at  the  Stamp  Office  under  certain  Acts,^  and  the 
Merchant  Seaman's  Register  Office,'  are  public  documents,  and  ad- 
missible to  prove  the  matters  which  in  the  course  of  duty  are  recorded 
therein. 

Under  the  Mercantile  Marine  Act,'  upon  complaint  by  the  master, 
any  of  the  mates,  one-third  of  the  crew,  or  the  consignee  of  any  ship, 
in  case  it  be  out  of  her  majesty's  dominions,  a  court  is  to  be  consti- 

•  Loam  V.  Hooper^  1  Esp.  C.  246. 

'  Bichardson  v.  Mdliskj  2  Bing.  (9  E.  C.  L.  R.)  229 ;  see  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c. 
92,  8.  3 ;  and  see  Huntley  y.  Donovan,  15  Q.  B.  (69  E.  C.  L.  R.)  96. 

•  Ftdler  v.  Fotch,  Carth.  346. 
»  1  Price  369. 

•  Tomkins  v.  Attorney- Generdlj  1  Dow.  404 ;  Johnson  v.  Ward,  6  Esp.  C.  47. 
Note,  that  the  paper  was  proved  to  have  gone  with  the  ship. 

»  Hughes  v.  Wilson,  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  179.  So  a  captain's  report  to 
the  Custom  House,  15  Q.  B.  (69  E.  C.  L.  R.)  96. 

«  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  113,  ss.  19,  20  5  6  &  7  Will.  IV.  c.  76,  s.  8. 

'748  Vict  c.  112,  8.  25 ;  6  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  19,  s.  19.  There  are  also  other 
regulations  of  a  similar  kind,  which  will  be  noticed  under  the  heads  to  which 
they  belong. 

•  13  &  14  Vict.  0.  93,  «.  82. 

19 
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tuted  in  manner  there  prescribed,  which  may  hear  complaints,  and 
discharge  any  seaman,  or  supersede  the  master.  The  report  of  the 
proceedings  and  evidence  taken  before  this  court  is  to  be  sent  to  the 
Board  of  Trade;  and  if  it  purport  to  be  signed  by  the  senior  oflScer 
of  the  Court,  and  sealed  with  the  consular  seal,  and  be  produced  out 
of  the  custody  of  the  Board  of  Trade  or  its  officers,  it  shall  be  ad- 
mitted as  evidence. 

The  entry  of  the  contract  in  the  book  of  the  clerk  of  the  coal 
market  in  London  is  not  evidence  of  the  sale  under  47  Geo.  III., 
sess.  2,  c.  68,  s.  29,  unless  the  buyer  be  proved  aliunde  to  have 
signed  the  contract ;  although  the  Act  directs  that  all  contracts  for 
the  sale  of  coals  shall  be  signed  by  the  buyer  and  the  factor,  that 
the  factor  shall  deliver  a  copy  to  the  clerk,  who  shall  enter  it  in  a 
book,  and  although  the  82d  section  makes  such  *entries  evi- 
■-'  -I  dence  in  all  cases,  suits  and  actions. touching  anything  done 
in  pursuance  of  the  Act.* 

Rolls  of  Courts  Baron  are  also  regarded  as  public  documents,'' 
and  the  bill  of  cravings  of  a  sheriff  entered,  and  allowed,  and  of 
record  in  the  Exchequer,  was  held  admissible  evidence  upon  a  ques- 
tion of  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  of  the  county.^ 

The  poll-books  at  an  election  for  members  in  Parliament  are  evi- 
dence in  a  penal  action  for  bribery.''  So  the  daily  book  kept  by  the 
keeper  of  Newgate,  and  the  books  of  the  Queen's  Bench  and  Fleet 
prisons,  are  evidence  to  prove  the  dates  of  the  commitments  and  dis- 
charges  of  prisoners,'  although  the  entries  are  sometimes  made  from 
the  information  of  the  turnkeys,  and  the  indorsements  upon  the 
warrants.^  But  they  are  not  evidence  of  the  cause  of  commitment, 
the  commitment  itself  being  the  best  evidence.'  And  it  seems  that 
they  are  not  strictly  public  documents,  so  as  to  warrant  the  reception 

» Brown  v.  Capel,  M.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  374. 

"*  B.  N.  P.  247 ;  Doe  d.  Askew  v.  Askew,  10  East  520 ;  Breeze  v.  Hawker,  14 
Sim.  350. 

'  R,  V.  Antrohus,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  784. 

"  Mead  v.  Robinson,  Willes  422 ;  R.  v.  Hughes,  cited  Ibid. ;  R,  v.  Davis,  2 
Stra.  1048;  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  ss.  93,  96.  By  8.  94,  office  copies  are  made 
evidence ;  and  see  R»  v.  Ledgard,  8  Ad.  k  E.  (35  E.  0.  L.  R.)  535. 

»  R,  V.  Aiekles,  Leach,  C.  C.  L.,  4th  ed.  438 ;  3  B.  &  P.  188. 

7  Salte  V.  Thomas,  3  B.  &  P.  188 :  on  the  ground  that  it  had  been  the  constant 
and  established  practice  of  the  keepers  of  public  prisons  to  register  the  discharge 
of  prisoners  in  such  books. 

'  Ibid.  This  case,  therefore,  and  some  others  of  a  similar  nature,  do  not  rest 
upon  the  ground  that  the  entry  was  made  bj  an  authorized  officer. 
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of  a  copy  in  evidence,  since  the  gaoler  is  not  required  to  make  such 
entries,  but  does  it  for  his  own  information  and  security.* 

*The  books  of  the  Bank  of  England  are  evidence  to  prove   r*q/)Q-i 
the  transfer  of  stock.*    The  book  kept  in  the  master's  office 
in  the  Court  of  Eing*s  Bench  is  evidence  to  prove  that  a  particular 
person  is  an  attorney  of  the  court.^ 

The  bishop's  register  was  held  to  be  admissible  to  establish  a 
custom  as  to  the  nominating  a  curate,^  and  so  a  collation  to  a  bene- 
fice from  the  Bishop's  Registry,  to  prove  the  exercise  of  the  right  to 
collate.* 

So  the  corporation  books  concerning  the  government  of  a  city  or 
town,  where  they  have  been  publicly  kept,  and  the  entries  ha^e 
been  made  by  a  proper  officer,  are  admissible  evidence  of  the  facts 
witnessed  in  them.'  But  the  entry  in  the  public  books  of  a  corporation 
is  not  evidence  for  the  co];poration,  unless  it  be  an  entry  of  a  public 
nature.* 

A  book  kept  by  order  of  the  chancellor  was  held  to  be  good 
secondary  evidence  of  the  allowance  of  a  certificate  of  bankruptcy; 
but  a  book  kept  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  bankrupts,  without 

*  Ibid.  And  it  is  difficult  to  see  on  what  ground  they  are  evidence  at  all, 
unless  the  persons  who  made  the  entries  were  shown  to  be  dead,  when  they 
might  be  treated  as  entries  made  in  the  course  of  business.  Thus  tHe  register 
of  attendances  and  of  reports  relative  to  sickness  kept  by  the  medical  officer  of 
a  Poor-Law  Union,  in  obedience  to  rules  made  by  the  Poor-Law  Commissioners 
under  4  &  5  Will.  lY.  c.  75.  s.  15,  is  not  receivable :  Merrick  v.  Wdkley,  8  Ad. 
&  E.  (35  E.  C.  L.  R.)  170.  ' 

*  Marsh  V.  Colfiett,  2  Esp.  C.  665 ;  Breton  v.  Cope,  Peake,  C.  43. 

*  B,  V.  Orosslq/,  1  Esp.  G.  526 ;  and  see  Jones  v.  Stevens,  11  Price  235. 

*  Arnold  v.  BU?iop  of  Bath  and  WelU,  5  Bing.  (15  E.  C.  L.  R.)  316.  A 
faculty  by  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  to  inhabitants  of  F,,  to  christen  and  bury 
there,  is  evidence  to  show  that  F.  is  not  a  parish :  Isham  y.  Wallctcej  4  Sim.  25. 
Extracts  from  the  Bishop's  register  of  the  appointment  to  parish  offices  are 
evidence  to  show  the  right  exercised  by  the  parishioners  concurrently  with  the 
rector:  Hartley  v.  Cooke,  5  C.  &  P.  (24  E.  C.  L.  R.)  441 ;  and  see  Bishop  of 
Meath  y.  Beifield,  1  Wils.  215 ;  Bullen  v.  Michel,  2  Price  399.  See  further,  as 
to  Bishop's  books:  Humble  y.  Hunt,  Holt's  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  601 ;  Coombs  v. 
Coeiher,  M.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  398. 

•Irish  Society  y.  Bishop  of  Derry,  12  CI.  &  F.  641. 

'5.  V.  Mothersell,  1  Stra.  93;  Thetford  case,  12  Vin.  Abr.  90,  pL  16;  E.  v. 
Mayor,  Jtc,  of  Liverpool,  4  Burr.  2244 ;  see  also  Breton  v.  Cope,  Peake,  0.  43  ; 
Warriner  y.  Giles,  2  Stra.  954. 

<  Marriage  v.  Lawrence,  3  B.  &  Aid.  (5  E.  C.  L.  R.)  142 ;  although  the  corpo- 
ration be  sued  by  one  of  its  members :  Hill  y.  Manchester  and  Salford  Water^ 
works  Company,  5  B.  &  Ad.  (27  £.  C.  L.  R.)  866. 
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such  order,  is  Dot  admissible.^  *Book8  In  the  office  of  clerks 
^  -'of  the  peace  of  enrolments  of  deputations  of  game-keepers 
for  a  manor,  are  admissible  to  prove  the  exercise  of  manorial  rights, 
without  proof  of  the  loss  of  the  original  deputations,  and  that  the 
game-keepers  acted  under  them.' 

The  registry^  of  a  ship  is  evidence  to  negative  ownership,  since  no 
one  can  be  an  owner  who  is  not  registered  as  such;^  but  the  registry 
is  not  necessarily  proof  of  ownership,  without  showing  the  privity  of 
the  party,  since  the  entry  may  have  been  made  by  a  stranger  for  the 
r+'lin  P^^P^''®  ^^  fraud;*  and  even  against  the  party  proved  to 
♦have  made  or  authorized  the  registration,  the  registry 
merely  proves  the  legal  ownership;  and  in  an  action  for  repairs,  the 
party  may  prove  that  he  has  in  fact  parted  with  his  interest,  and 

ceased  to  interfere  in  the  management  of  the  ship."     On  the  same 

• 

*  Henry  v.  Leigh,  3  Camp.  C.  499. 

*  Hunt  V.  Andrews,  3  B.  &  Aid.  (5  E.  C.  L.  R  )  341. 

J  The  oaths  and  declarations  required,  by  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  89,  s.  43,  to  be  made 
by  the  owners  of  vessels,  and  the  books  of  registry  themselves,  required  to  be 
kept  by  the  collectors  and  comptrollers,  may  be  proved  by  examined  copies  or 
extracts  without  the  attendance  of  the  registering  officer,  but  this  does  not 
render  them  evidence  of  the  facts  against  third  persons ;  and  see  12  &  13  Vict, 
c.  29.  And  now  by  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99,  a.  12,  *^  every  register  of  a  vessel  kept 
under  any* of  the  acts  relating  to  the  registry  of  British  vessels  may  be  proved 
either  by  the  production  of  the  original  or  an  examined  copy  thereof,  or  by  a 
copy  thereof  purporting  to  be  certified  under  the  hand  of  any  person  having  the 
charge  of  the  original;"  and  "every  such  register,  or  such  copy  of  a  register, 
and  also  every  certificate  of  registry  granted  under  any  of  the  acts  relating  to 
the  registry  of  British  vessels,  and  purporting  to  be  signed  as  required  by  law 
shall  be  received  as  primd  facie  proof  of  all  the  matters  contained  or  recited  in 
such  register  when  the  register  or  such  copy  thereof  as  aforesaid  is  produced, 
and  all  matters  contained  or  recited  in  or  indorsed  on  such  certificate  of  regis- 
try when  the  certificate  is  produced." 

^  Camden  v.  Anderson,  5  T.  R.  709 :  14  East  229 ;  Marsh  v.  Robinson,  4  Esp. 
C.  98  ;  Pirie  v.  Anderson,  4  Taunt.  652 ;  Flower  v.  Young,  3  Camp.  240  ;  Abbot 
on  Shipping,  ch.  ii.,  p.  27. 

>  Tinkler  v.  Walpole,  14  East  226 ;  Smith  v.  Fuge,  3  Camp.  456 ;  Fraser  v. 
Hopkins,  2  Taunt.  5  ;  Teed  v.  Martin,  4  Camp.  90  ;  Cooper  v.  South,  4  Taunt. 
802 ;  Ditchbum  v.  Spracklin,  5  Esp.  C.  31.  In  an  action  for  stores  furnished 
for  a  ship  by  the  captain's  order,  the  register  purporting  to  have  been  obtained 
by  all  the  defendants,  on  the  oath  of  one  of  them,  was  held  to  be  primd  Jade 
evidence  to  charge  them  as  owners  :  Stokes  v.  Came  and  others,  2  Camp.  339. 
In  trover  for  a  ship,  if  the  plaintiff  produce  the  original  register,  and  attempt, 
unsuccessfully,  to  deduce  a  title  under  it,  it  has  been  said  he  cannot  afterwards 
rely  upon  his  possession :  Sherriffy.  Cadell,  2  Esp.  0. 617,  Kenyon,  C.  J.,  1798. 

■  Curling  Y.  Eobertson,  7  M.  &  Gr.  (49  E.  C.  L.  R.)  336  j  Young  v.  Brander, 
8  East  10 ;  Jennings  v.  Griffiths,  Ry.  &  M.  (21  £.  C.  L.  R.)  42  ;  Mlver  v.  Hum- 
ble,  16  East  169. 
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principle^  a  register  is  not  evidence  for  the  defendant  to  prove  a 
joint  ownership  on  a  plea  in  abatement;*  nor  (without  possession)  to 
prove  an  interest  of  another  person  in  the  ship,  in  an  action  brought 
by  an  agent  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  describing  the  interest  in  that 
other  person  ;*  nor  to  prove  that  a  ship  is  British  built,  as  described 
in  the  register.^*  For  the  same  reason,  the  mere  fact  of  an  entry  of 
a  stage  coach  at  the  licensing  office  was  no  evidence  of  ownership.^ 

The  books  in  the  Heralds'  Office,  containing  the  pedi-  r^eqioi 
grees  *of  the  nobility  and  gentry  of  the  realm,  are  evi- 
dence on  a  question  of  pedigree;'  and  so  are  the  minute-books 
of  a  visitation,'  from  which  the  entries  are  afterwards  made  in 
the  books  of  the  Heralds'  College.^  In  the  case  of  PitUm  v.  WaU 
ier^  a  minute-book  of  a  visitation,  signed  by  the  heads  of  several 

■  Flower  v.  Young,  3  Camp.  240. 

•  Pirie  v.  Anderson,  4  Taunt.  652. 

'  Reusse  v.  Myers,  3  Camp.  475.  See  further,  as  to  proof  of  property  in  a 
ship,  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Policy. 

«  Sirothe  v.  Willan,  4  Camp.  24;  Ellis  v.  WaUon,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
453.  But  the  stat.  5  &  6  Vict.  o.  79,  by  s.  10,  provides  that  a  certified  copy  of 
the  license,  which,  by  s.  11  of  2  &  3  Will.  IV.  o.  120,  is  directed  to  contain,  if 
the  Commissioners  think  proper,  the  Christian  and  surname,  and  place  of  abode, 
of  every  proprietor  or  part  proprietor,  or  person  who  shall  be  concerned  in  the 
keeping,  using,  or  employing  such  carriage,  shall  in  all  proceedings,  and  on  all 
occasions  whatsoever,  be  received  as  evidence  against  any  and  every  person 
named  in  such  license  of  the  contents  thereof.  So,  in  the  case  of  Metropolitan 
Uackney  Carriages,  a  certified  copy  of  the  entry  of  the  license  at  the  Registrar's 
shall  be  evidence  and  sufficient  proof  of  all  things  therein  registered ;  and  see 
further  13  &  14  Vict.  c.  7,  as  to  these.  The  stat.  5  &  6  Vict  c.  79,  repealed  the 
clause  in  the  statute  50  Geo.  III.c.  48,  s.  7,  which  enacted  that  the  name  painted 
on  the  outside  panel  of  each  door  of  a  public  stage-coach  should  be  evidence  of 
ownership.  This  was,  not  only  on  summary  proceedings  before  magistrates, 
but  in  general,  good  evidence  of  proprietorship :  Barford  v.  Nelson,  1  B.  &  Aid. 
(20  E.  C.  L.  R.)  571. 

'  Pitton  V.  Walter,  Str.  162 ;  Salk.  281 ;  Skin.  623  ;  Telv.  34 ;  King  v.  Foster, 
T.  Jon.  164-224.  A  book  found  therein,  purporting  to  be  an  account  of  the 
possession  of  property  by  a  monastery,  is  not  evidence  of  that  fact :  Lygon  v. 
Strutt,  2  Anst  601. 

■  Sherriff  v.  Cadell,  2  Esp.  617 ;  T.  Jon.  224 ;  B.  N.  P.  244. 

*  The  visitation-books  were  compiled  by  the  provincial  kings-at-arms,  who  were 
usually  authorized,  soon  after  their  investiture  in  office,  by  a  commission  under 
the  great  seal,  to  visit  the  several  counties  within  their  respective  provinces,  to 
take  survey  and  view  all  manner  of  arms,  &c.,  with  the  notes  of  the  descents 
pedigrees,  and  marriages  of  all  the  nobility  and  gentry,  &c.  They  occupy  the 
interval  between  the  21  Hen.  YIII.  and  the  end  of  the  reign  of  Jac.  II.  See 
the  first  report  of  the  House  of  Commons  on  the  Public  Records,  p.  82. 

■  Str.  162. 
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families,  and  found  in  the  library  of  Lord  Oxford,  was  received  in 
evidence.  But  an  extract  from  a  pedigree  proved  to  be  taken  out 
of  the  records  is  not  evidence/  because  a  copy  of  the  record  might 
be  had,  and  therefore  it  is  not  the  best  evidence. 

Armorial  bearings  are  also  evidence  on  a  question  of  pedigree,  as 
tending  to  show  that  the  person  using  them  was  of  the  family  to 
which  they  of  right  belong,  his  particular  branch  of  that  family, 
what  families  were  allied  to  it,  what  members  were  maidens,  widows, 
&c.,  and  what  illegitimate.^  Some  officer  from  the  Herald's  College 
must  attend  to  explain  the  intention  and  effect  of  the  different  bear- 
ings. But  as  the  heralds  have  exercised  very  little  power  since  the 
revolution  in  restraining  the  usurpation  of  another's  arms,  evidence 
of  armorial  bearings  used  since  that  period  is  of  little  weight.* 
P^q-io-i  A  book  of  the  date  of  Queen  Elizabeth  purporting  to  be 
♦written  by  an  officer  of  the  Duchy  of  Lancaster,  and  de- 
scribing the  duties  of  the  office,  is  not  evidence  on  behalf  of  a  suc- 
cessor claiming  to  exercise  the  same  rights  and  duties  under  an 
appointment  from  the  duchy,  although  it  has  been  always  kept  and 
refeVred  to  as  an  authority  in  the  Duchy  Office.^ 

Where  a  local  Act  authorized  acts  to  be  done  at  meetings  to  be 
called  for  that  purpoae^  and  directed  that  entries  in  the  commis- 
sioners' books  should  be  evidence ;  held,  that  entries,  stating  orders 
to  have  been  made  at  a  meeting  held  by  public  notice^  without  show- 
ing that  notice  was  given  of  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  called,  was 
not  sufficient  to  establish  the  legality  of  the  meeting."  In  order  to 
render  the  books  available,  the  entries  must  be  made  strictly  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  Act,  which  directs  them  to  be  kept,*  but  where  an 
Act  directed  minutes  of  each  meeting  to  be  kept  which  should  be 
signed  by  the  chairman  at  each  respective  meeting,  a  signature  by 
the  chairman  on  a  subsequent  day  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient  compli- 
ance with  the  requisition  of  the  statute.^ 

Land-tax  assessments  are  admissible  evidence  to  show  the  seisin 
of  the  particular  person  assessed ;  for  it  is  the  duty  of  the  officer  to 

"  B.  N.  P.  248. 

^  Harvey  v.  Harvey,  2  W.  Bl.  877 ;  Co.  Litt.  27 ;  1  Sid.  354. 

>"  The  first  Herald's  visitation  was  in  1528,  the  last  in  1686 ;  Hubbaok's  Evid. 
of  Succession,  696. 

7  Jewison  v.  Dyaon^  2  M.  &  Rob.  377. 

■  Heysham  v.  Forster,  5  M.  &  Ry.  277. 

•  Reg.  V.  Mayor  of  Evesham,  8  A.  &  E.  (35  E.  C.  L.  R.)  266. 

^  Miles  y.  Bough,  3  Q.  B.  (43  E.  C.  L.  R.)  845 ;  Southampton  Dock  Company 
V.  Richards,  1  M.  &  G.  (39  E.  C.  L.  R.)  448. 
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ascertain  and  charge  the  occupier.^  And  such  assessments  are  ad- 
missible, in  conjanction  with  other  evidence,  to  prove  the  seisin  of 
land  by  a  particular  individual,  although  they  contain  only  the  sur- 
name generally.^  But  such  evidence  was  held  to  be  insuflScient  to 
prove  the  seisin  of  a  particular  individual,  where  it  appeared  that 
the  assessor  had,  in  the  first  instance,  entered  *the  name  of  r:|coi4-i 
a  former  owner  incorrectly,  and  continued  it  after  his  death.* 

Books  and  chronicles  of  public  history  are  not  admissible  in 
order  to  prove  particular  facts  or  customs,'  but  they  are  evidence 
to  prove  a  matter  relating  to  the  kingdom  at  large,  as  being  the 
best  of  which  the  subject-matter  is  capable.'^  Camden's  Britannia 
was  rejected  on  the  question,  whether,  by  the  custom  of  Droitwich, 
salt-pits  could  be  sunk  in  any  part  of  the  town,  or  in  a  certain  place 
only.^  And  so  was  Dugdale's  Monasticon,  on  the  question,  whether 
the  Abbey  de  Sentibus  was  an  inferior  abbey,  or  not,  because  the 
original  records  might  be  had  at  the  Augmentation  Office.^  It  was 
held  that  Dugdale's  Baronage  was  not  evidence  to  prove  a  descent;^ 
and  books  of  history  are  not  evidence  of  the  creation  of  a  peerage.^ 

*  Coventry  on  Conyejancers*  Evidence,  c.  7,  s.  1,  p.  275 ;  Doe  v.  SeatoUj  2  Ad. 
&  E.  (29  E.  C.  L.  R.)  171 ;  Doe  v.  Cariwri^ht,  1  C.  &  P.  (12  E.  C.  L.  R.)  218. 

*  Ibid. 

*  Doe  d.  Stansbury  v.  Arkwright,  2  Ad.  &  E.  (29  E.  C.  L.  R.)  182. 
'  B.  N.  P.  248 ;  Cockman  y.  Mather,  1  Barnardist  14. 

■  Ibid.  249 ;  Salk.  281.  On  the  impeachment  of  Warren  Hastings,  the  History 
of  the  Growth  and  Decay  of  the  Ottoman  Empire,  by  Prince  Demetrius  Cante- 
mir,  was  received  in  evidence  to  prove  the  customs  in  Hindostan  respecting  the 
treatment  of  women  of  rank:  and  after  arguments  as  to  the  admissibility  of 
the  evidence,  it  was  held  that  the  managers  were  entitled  to  read  it,  on  the 
ground  that  it  went  to  prove  an  universal  custom  of  the  Mohammedan  religion ; 
8ee  Phillips  on  Evidence,  vol.  i.  424,  citing  a  report  of  the  proceedings  on  the 
impeachment,  in  the  possession  of  T.  Jones  Howell,  the  editor  of  the  State 
Trials.  The  point  was  referred  to  by  Lord  Ellenborough,  on  the  trial  of  General 
Picton :  30  How.  St.  Tr.  492. 

^  Stainer  v.  The  Burgesses  of  Droitwich,  Salk.  281 ;  Skinner  623 ;  1  Vent. 
151. 

*  Cited  Salk.  281.  *  Piercy's  ease,  T.  Jon.  164. 
>  Vaux  Peerage,  5  01.  ft  F.  526. 

*  Historical  books  which  have  been  generally  received  as  authentic  are  admis- 
sible as  furnishing  evidence  of  remote  transactions :  Comm,  v.  Alhurger  et  dl., 
1  Whart  469.  G. 

But  matters  of  general  history  must  be  given  in  evidence  as  well  as  all  other 
facts  and  a  jury  are  not  to  be  left  to  their  own  information  as  to  such  things : 
Cfregory  v.  Bauyh,  4  Rand.  611.  .  I. 

See  ante,  p.  49,  note. 
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But  in  the  case  of  NeaU  v.  Fry^^  in  order  to  show  that  a  deed  was 
forged  which  bore  date  1  Philip  &  Mary,  in  which  all  the  titles  were 
given  to  Philip  which  he  used  after  the  surrender  of  Charles  the 
Fifth,  chronicles  were    admitted   to   show  that  he   did  not    take 

r*3i6i  **^'''^  *'^^^'  ''P''''  ^'"^  *'"  ''''  '"''''*''"  ''^^^''  ^^^  ^**^  ""^  ^^"^ 

*-  -*  deed.  And  in  the  case  of  St.  Catharine's  Hospital,  Lord 
Hale  admitted  a  chronicle  to  prove  a  particular  point  of  history  in 
the  reign  of  Edward  the  Third.*^  The  year-books  are  evidence  to 
prove  the  course  of  the  court.*  The  history  of  a  particular  county 
is  not  admissible^  to  prove  the  boundary  between  two  parishes,  it 
being  admitted  that  the  latter  was  coincident  with  the  former.'^ 

It  is  a  general  rule,  that  whenever  the  original  document  is  of  a 
public  nature,  an  exemplification  of  it  (if  it  be  a  record),  or  a  sworn 
copy,  is  admissible  in  evidence,'  because  documents  of  a  public  nature 
cannot  be  removed  without  inconvenience,  and  danger  of  being  lost 
or  damaged;'  and  the  same  document  may  be  wanted  in  two  places 
at  the  same  time.^     The  document  must  always  be  proved  to  be  that 

"  Salk.  282,  and  B.  N.  P.  249.  «» Salk.  282. 

*Ibid. :  Spelman's  Nomina  Yillarum  has  been  received  to  prove  Newstead  to 
be  a  Till:  Phillipe  on  Evidence  605,  8th  edit.  Bishops  Well's  Liber  de  Ordina- 
tionibus  Yicariorum  has  been  admitted  to  prove  an  endowment:  Tucker  v. 
WilHns,  4  Sim.  241. 

^  Evans  V.  Getting,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  £.  C.  L.  R.)  586.  It  was  thrown  oat  that 
the  writer  might  have  the  same  interest  as  any  other  inhabitant  in  extending 
the  boundaries  of  the  county,  although  the  case  differed  from  that  of  a  general 
history  of  the  country.  But  it  seems  the  consistory  court  will  receive  a  county 
history  as  evidence  of  public  matters ;  e.  g.  the  union  of  the  two  parishes,  since 
the  demolition  of  the  church  of  one  of  them :  White  v.  Beardj  2  Curt  Ecc.  R. 
492. 

^  See  further  as  to  almanacs.  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Time  ;  corporation  books,  Vol.  II., 
tit  Corporation  ;  manor  books,  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Copyhold — ^Manor. 

'  B.  N.  P.  394 ;  Gilb.  Law  of  £v.  5,  6.  But  though  a  copy  of  a  contract  with 
the  land-tax  commissioners  is  made  evidence  by  42  Geo.  III.  c.  116,  s.  165,  the 
original  contract  is  not  evidence  by  implication :  Burden  v.  Rickets,  2  Camp. 
121 ;  and  see  Sav.  46,  pi.  98 ;  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Pxnal  Action. 

■  Gilb.  Law  of  £v.  6 ;  Bac.  Ab.  Ev.  F. ;  and  see  Lynch  v.  Gierke,  3  Salk.  154 ; 
R.  V.  Haines,  Comb.  337. 

^  In  the  State  Courts,  no  other  authentication  of  documents  from  a  public 
office  of  the  United  States  ought  to  be  required  than  such  as  would  be  sufficient 
in  the  courts  of  the  United  States :  Wickliffe  v.  HiU,  3  Litt  330.  But  a  paper 
purporting  to  be  a  document  from  the  treasury  department  of  the  United 
States,  certified  to  be  a  true  copy,  but  without  the  official  seal,  is  not  evidence. 
Ibid. 

By  the  first  section  of  the  statute  of  the  United  States,  passed  March  27th 
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which  it  purports  to  he,  and  for  which  it  is  offered,  hj  some  extrinsic 
proof;  as  in  the  case  of  records,  terriers,  etc.,  hj  showing  that  they 
came  from  *the  legal  custody  or  repository.^  And  this  is  r^qi^n 
in  general  sufficient,  where  the  original  is  produced,  Tor  a 
record  proves  itself;  and  terriers  and  other  ancient  writings  do  not 
usually  admit  of  further  authentication.^ 

II.  Judicial  Documents. 

Judicial  documents  may  be  divided  into  First  Judgments,  decrees, 
and  verdicts.  Secondly.  Depositions,  examinations,  and  inquisitions, 
taken  in  the  course  of  a  legal  process.     Thirdly.  Writs,  warrants, 

^See  tit.  Records — Judgments,  &o.  ;  see  also  Terriers,  supra,  292.  Several 
instances  have  been  given  in  which,  by  particular  statutes,  documents  are  to  be 
taken  primdjacie  to  be  what  they  purport  to  be.  There  are  also  other  instances 
of  a  similar  rule,  but  as  they  are  not  uniform,  and  do  not  depend  upon  any 
general  principle,  they  will  be  noticed  in  treating  of  the  subjects  to  which  they 
relate.  It  is,  perhaps,  to  be  desired  that  a  general  rule  to  this  effect  should  be 
established. 

"  For  the  mode  of  procuring  access  to  public  documents,  see  tit  Inspection. 

1804,  "  all  records  and  exemplifications  of  office  books,  which  are  kept  in  any 
publio  office  of  any  State,  not  appertaining  to  a  court,  shall  be  proved  or 
admitted  in  any  other  court  or  office  in  any  other  State,  by  the  attestation  of 
the  keeper  of  the  said  records  or  books  and  the  seal  of  his  office  thereto  annexed, 
if  there  be  a  seal,  together  with  a  certificate  of  the  presiding  justice  of  the 
court  of  the  county  or  district,  as  the  case  may  be,  in  which  such  office  is  or 
may  be  kept ;  or  of  the  Governor,  the  Secretary  of  State,  the  chancellor  or  the 
keeper  of  the  great  seal  of  the  State  that  the  said  attestation  is  in  due  form, 
and  by  the  proper  officer ;  and  the  said  certificate,  if  given  by  the  presiding 
justice  of  a  court,  shall  be  further  authenticated  by  the  clerk  or  prothonotary 
of  the  said  court,  who  shall  certify  under  his  hand  and  the  seal  of  his  office 
that  the  said  presiding  justice  is  duly  commissioned  and  qualified ;  or  if  the 
said  certificate  be  given  by  the  Governor,  the  Secretary  of  the  State,  the  chan- 
cellor or  the  keeper  of  the  great  seal,  it  shall  be  under  the  great  seal  of  the 
State  in  which  the  said  certificate  is  made.  And  the  said  records  and  exempli- 
fications, authenticated  as  aforesaid,  shall  have  such  faith  and  credit  given  to 
them  in  every  court  and  office  within  the  United  States,  as  they  have  by  law  or 
usage  in  the  courts  or  offices  of  the  State  from  whence  the  same  are  or  shall  be 
taken."  The  second  section  provides  that  the  first  section,  and  the  Act  of  1790, 
shall  apply  to  books,  records,  offices,  &c.,  of  the  territories  of  the  United  States, 
and  countries  suifject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States.  M. 

The  enrolment  of  a  steamboat  is  a  record  of  which  the  collector  of  customs 
IB  the  custodian,  under  the  acts  of  Congress,  and  a  copy  thereof,  duly  certified 
by  the  collector,  is  competent  evidence ;  as  is  also  such  a  copy  of  the  act  of 
sale  recorded  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  1850 :  Sampson  v.  NohU^  14  La. 
Ann.  347. 
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pleadings,  bills,  and  answers,  &c.,  which  are  incident  to  judicial  pro- 
ceedings. With  respect  to  judgments,  decrees  and  verdicts,  may  be 
considered ;  fir^t^  their  admissibility  and  e£fect ;  secondly^  the  means 
of  proof;  thirdly^  the  mode  of  answering  such  evidence. 

Judgments^  Decrees  and  Verdicts. — In  treating  of  the  admissibility 
and  effect  of  judgments,  decrees  and  verdicts,  it  is  important  to  con- 
sider, in  the  first  place,  for  what  purpose  a  verdict  or  judgment  is 
offered  in  evidence;  whether  with  a  view  to. establish  the  mere  fact 
that  such  a  verdict  was  given,  or  judgment  pronounced,  and  those 
legal  consequences  which  result  from  that  fact ;  or,  secondly^  with  a 
view  to  a  collateral  purpose ;  that  is,  not  to  prove  the  mere  fact  that 
such  a  judgment  has  been  pronounced,  and  so  to  let  in  all  the  necessary 
legal  consequences  of  that  judgment,  but  as  a  medium  of  *prov- 
*-  J  ing  some  fact  as  found  by  the  verdict,  or  upon  the  supposed 
existence  of  which  the  judgment  is  founded. 

For  establishing  the  fact  that  such  a  verdict  has  been  given,  or  such 
a  judgment  pronounced,  and  all  the  legal  consequences  of  such  a 
judgment,  the  judgment  itself  is  invariably  not  only  admissible  as  the 
proper  legal  evidence  to  prove  the  fact,  but  usually  conclusive  evi- 
dence for  that  purpose ;  for  it  must  be  presumed  that  the  Court  has 
made  a  faithful  record  of  its  own  proceedings.  And  in  the  next 
place,  the  mere  fact  that  such  a  judgment  was  given  can  never  be 
considered  as  res  inter  alios  acta^  being  a  thing  done  by  public  au- 
thority; neither  can  the  legal  consequences  of  such  a  judgment  be 
ever  so  considered ;  for  where  the  law  gives  to  a  judgment  a  particu- 
lar operation,  that  operation  is  properly  shown  and  demonstrated  by 
means  of  the  judgment,  which  is  no  more  res  inter  alios  acta  than 
the  law  which  gives  it  force.  But  with  reference  to  any  fact  upon 
whose  supposed  existence  the  judgment  is  founded,  the  proceeding 
may  or  may  not  be,  res  inter  alios  acta^  according  to  circumstances. 
For  instance,  if  B.^  being  indicted,  was  convicted  of  beating  A.y  the 
record  of  the  judgment  would  be  incontrovertible  evidence  of  the  fact 
that  j8.  had  been  so  convicted ;  it  would  be  conclusively  presumed  that 
the  court  had  kept  a  faithful  record  of  its  own  proceedings.  It  would 
in  like  manner  be  conclusive  as  to  all  the  legal  consequences  of  such 
conviction.  For  instance,  one  of  such  consequences  is,  that  jS.  shall 
not  be  punished  a  second  time  for  the  same  offence ;  and  consequently 
the  record  would  be  conclusive,  when  shown  to  the  court,  to  protect 
him  from  a  second  prosecution  for  the  same  offence.  So  if  B.  had 
been  acquitted,  and  had  brought  an  action  against  A.  for  a  malicious 
prosecution,  it  would  have  been  necessary  to  prove  the  fact  of  ac- 
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quittal ;  and  here  again  the  record  would  have  been  conclusive  evi- 
dence to  show  that  fact.  But  next  suppose,  that  upon  j8.'s  conviction 
-4.  brought  an  action  to  recover  *damages  for  the  assault,  p^QiQ-i 
and  offered  to  prove  the  assault  by  the  record  of  conviction,  ^  J 
he  would  then  be  offering  the  judgment,  not  with  the  view  to  prove  the 
mere  fact  of  conviction,  or  to  establish  any  legal  consequence  to  be 
derived  from  it,  but  for  a  collateral  purpose ;  that  is  to  prove  the  fact 
upon  whose  supposed  existence  the  judgment  was  founded.  With 
respect  to  such  facts,  that  is,  the  facts  upon  which  a  judgment  pro- 
fesses to  be  founded,  the  judgment  may  or  may  not  be  evidence,  ac- 
cording to  circumstances,  considering  the  nature  of  the  facts  them- 
selves, and  the  parties.^ 

A  record  is  in  no  case  direct  and  positive  evidence  of  any  fact 
vhich  it  recites,  as  having  been  found  by  a  jury,  or  otherwise  ascer- 
tained ;  it  is  in  the  nature  of  presumptive  evidence  only,  for  even  the 
jury  who  found  the  fact  may  have  acted  upon  mere  presumption, 
without  the  aid  of  any  direct  evidence.  If,  therefore,  no  rule  of 
policy  intervened,  no  verdict  could  ever  establish  any  fact  conclu- 
sively, for  it  never  could  prove  more  than  that  the  jury,  in  the  par- 
ticular case,  presumed,  from  some  evidence  or  other,  that  the  fact 
waa  true.  But  public  policy  requires  that  limits  should  be  opposed 
to  the  continuance  of  litigation  upon  the  same  subject-matter,  and 
therefore  the  law  will  not  permit  a  matter,  T?hich  has  once  been  sol- 
emnly decided  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  to  be  again 
brought  into  litigation  between  the  same  parties  or  their  representa- 
tives.* Consequently  a  decree  or  judgment  between  the  same  parties 
upon  the  same  subject-matter  is  usually  conclusive  as  to  private  rights. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  is  an  elementary  rule  and  principle  of  justice, 
that  no  man^  shall  be  bound  by  the  act  or  admission  of  another  to 
which  he  was  a  stranger;  and  consequently  no  *one  ought 
to  be  bound,  as  to  a  matter  of  private  right,  by  a  judgment  ^  ^ 
or  verdict^  to  which  he  was  not  a  party,  where  he  could  make  no 
defence,  from  which  he  could  not  appeal,  and  which  may  have  resulted 
from  the  negligence  of  another,  or  may  even  have  been  obtained  by 
means  of  fraud  and  collusion.  Neither  ought  any  one  in  justice  to  be 
bound  by  a  verdict,  although  he  was  privy  to  it,  but  where  his  adver- 

^  See  B.  N.  P.  14 ;  Purcell  v.  Macnamaraj  9  East  361. 

*  According  to  the  le^al  maxims,  ^'nerno  vexari  debet  bis  pro  eadem  causa,*' 
and  '^  reipublicsB  interest  ut  sit  finis  litiam ;"  see  3  Wilson  304,  Kitchen  v.  Camp^ 
beU;  see  2  Ex.  681. 

^  See  the  judgment  of  C.  J.  De  Grey,  in  the  Duchess  of  Kingston's  case,  20 
How.  St  Tr.  365. 
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sary  was  not  also  a  party,  and  consequently  where  the  verdict  may 
have  been  fouDded  upon  the  evidence  of  that  adversary  himself,  who 
had  an  interest  in  obtaining  a  verdict  for  the  purposes  of  evidence  ; 
for  as  he  cannot  give  direct  evidence  upon  the  subject,  he  ought  not 
to  make  use  of  his  own  evidence  by  circuitous  means.'  Another 
principle  which  (as  it  is  frequently  said)  operates  to  the  exclusion  of  a 
verdict,  as  evidence,  on  a  matter  of  private  right,  is  this,  that  a  person 
who  could  have  received  no  prejudice  from  the  verdict,  had  it  been 
given  the  contrary  way,  shall  not  derive  any  benefit  from  it  when  it 
turns  out  to  be  in  his  favor,*  and  because  a  judgment  operates  by 
way  of  estoppel,  and  estoppels  must  be  founded  on  mutuality.^ 

'Another  ground  of  objection,  even  where  the  evidence  is  offered 
against  a  party  to  the  former  proceeding,  arises  when,  from  the 
nature  of  the  former  proceeding,  the  party  is  not  entitled  to  the 
same  means  of  disproving  the  fact,  or  the  same  means  of  redress,  of 
which  he  might  avail  himself  in  the  second  suit ;  for  this  would  be 
virtually,  although  circuitously,  to  deprive  him  of  those  advantages. 
Thus,  for  example,  the  effect  of  admitting  upon  the  trial  of  a  civil 
action,  a  conviction  on  an  indictment  for  felony  (except  for  the  pur- 
pose of  establishing  a  legal  consequence  of  the  conviction)  would 
r*3^01  f*^^^®^^y*  ^^^^  been  indirectly  to  deprive  *the  party,  against 
whom  the  evidence  was  offered,  of  the  power  of  repelling  the 
proof  by  means  of  a  full  defence  by  counsel,  and  of  his  attaint  of  the 
jury  for  finding  a  false  verdict. 

These  objections  are  however  applicable  to  those  cases  only  where 
a  matter  of  private  right  or  liability  is  concerned  ;  for  in  matters  of 
a  public  nature,  where  the  proceeding  is,  as  it  is  usually  termed,  in 
reniy  public  convenience  requires  that  the  sentence,  decree  or  judg- 
ment should  be  binding  upon  all.'  In  cases  also  where  the  matter 
is  of  a  public  nature,  and  where  reputation  would  be  admissible  evi- 
dence, a  verdict  or  judgment  is  frequently  evidence,  as  falling  within 
the  scope  of  general  reputation. 

Such  are  the  general  considerations  by  which  the  reception  of 
evidence  of  this  nature  is  governed,  depending  mainly  on  the  elemen- 
tary principles  already  announced  ;  viz.,  that  no  one  ought  to  be 
bound  by  any  testimony  where  he  has  not  had  the  power  of  cross- 

■  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  25.  •  Ibid.  28. 

^  Per  Lord  Ellenborough,  4  M.  &  S.  479. 

•  But  now  see  6  &  7  Will.  IV.  c.  114,  and  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  50,  s.  60. 
'  Vide  supra,  p.  36,  and  tit.  Res  inter  alios  Acta.    But  see  Bailey  v.  HarriSy 
12  Q.  B.  (64  E.  C.  L.  R.)  905. 
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examining  the  witness,  and  controverting  the  evidence  by  opposite 
testimony,*  nor  by  any  evidence  which  comes  within  the  description 
of  reB  inter  alios  acta. 

The  admissibility  and  effect  of  a  verdict  or  judgment  is  now  to  be 
considered,  with  a  view  to  the  proof  of  the  judgment  itself  as  a  factj 
and  its  legal  consequences.  It  seems  to  be  an  incontrovertible  rule, 
that  every  judgment  is  evidence  for  such  purposes,  and  the  only 
proper  evidence.'  An  attainder  of  felony  or  treason  is,  in  general, 
evidence  as  to  all  the  consequences  of  the  attainder.*  A  conviction 
of  the  principal  for  felony  is  evidence  against  the  accessory.^  A 
conviction  of  an  infamous  crime  was,  before  the  change  in  the  law 
before  described,  evidence  against  all,  to  show  the  incompetency  of 
the  party  as  a  witness.*  So  the  *judgment  by  a  person  of  r+Qoii 
competent  authority  is  evidence  to  protect  him  against  actions 
for  any  matter  judicially  done  within  the  scope  of  that  authority.^ 
For  his  immunity  is  a  legal  consequence  of  his  acting  in  that  situation ; 
and  the  judgment  is  offered,  not  to  prove  the  truth  of  the  facts  upon 
which  it  is  founded,  since,  with  a  view  to  such  a  defence,  the  truth 
of  those  facts  is  not  material,  but  in  order  to  prove  the  fact  of  a 
judgment  pronounced  by  competent  authority,  and  so  to  establish 
the  immunity  of  the  judge,  which  is  a  legal  consequence  of  the  judg- 
ment.* In  these,  and  a  number  of  other  instances,  where  a  judgment 
is  admitted  to  prove  the  fact  itself,  and  with  a  view  to  its  legal  conse- 
quences," every  such  judgment  maybe  considered  as  operating  in  rem.^^ 

*  Supra,  tit.  Excluding  Tests. 

'  R.  V.  Bourdon,  2  C.  &  K.  (61  E.  C.  L.  R.)  366. 

«  Vide  infra,  tit.  AccEssoRr.  ^  Ibid.  *  Supra,  tit.  W  itness. 

»  Brittain  v.  Kinnaird,  1  B.  &  B.  (6  E.  C.  L.  R.)  432 ;  Taylor  v.  Clemson,  2 
Q.  B.  (42  E.  C.  L.  R.)  1031 ;  AldHdge  v.  Haines,  2  B.  &  Ad.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
408 ;  vide  infra,  tit  Convictions  by  Justices,  Vol.  II. 

>  Gamett  v.  Terrand,  6  B.  &  C.  (13  E.  C.  L.  R.)  611 ;  Cave  v.  Mountain,  1  M. 
&  G.  (39  E.  C.  L.  R.)  257 ;  infra.  Ibid.  tit.  Justices — Trespass. 

*  Thus  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  made  in  Michaelmas  Term  1783 
in  a  suit  between  the  father  of  the  tenant  in  a  writ  of  right  and  other  persons 
wholly  unconnected  with  the  demandant,  brought  to  establish  a  will  under 
which  the  tenant's  title  arose,  by  which  decree,  the  court  directed  that  the 
estates  should  be  considered  as  belonging  to  the  tenant's  father,  the  devisee, 
and  that  he  should  be  let  into  possession,  and  have  all  the  title-deeds  delivered 
to  him,  was  admitted,  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  the  character  in  which  he 
took  possession  of  the  estate  :  Daviea  v.  Lowndes,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  (27  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
606  ;  6  M.  &  G.  (46  £.  C.  L.  R.)  474. 

■  Thus  in  Pritchard  v.  HUchcock,  6  M.  &  G.  (46  E.  C.  L.  R.)  151,  in  an  action 
against  the  surety  upon  a  guarantee,  to  which  the  defendant  pleaded  paymen^ 

'  A  judgment  may  be  given  in  evidence  against  strangers  whenever  it  is 
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In  an  action  bj  A.  against  a  sheriff,  for  trespass  to  his  goods,  the 
defendant  may  give  in  evidence  a  judgment  against  B.^  and  that  he, 
by  virtue  of  a  fieri  facias  upon  that  judgment,  seized  the  goods  in 
r*3221  ^'^^^^^^'^j  being  the  *goods  of  B.  So  where  the  title  to  par- 
ticular goods  is  litigated  between  A,  and  j8.,  it  is  competent 
to  A.  to  show  a  judgment  against  (7.,  and  that  the  sheriff  sold  the 
goods  to  him,  being  the  goods  of  (7.,  under  a  fieri  facias.  A  judg- 
ment in  assumpsit  against  three  defendants  as  partners,  is  primd 
fade  evidence  for  one  against  the  others,  to  prove  their  liability  to 
contribution.®  And  in  an  action  against  the  sheriff,  for  an  escape  or 
other  negligence  in  regard  to  executions,  judgments  against  third 
persons  are  usually  given  in  evidence  to  show  how  the  plaintiff 
claims,  and  his  damages.^  So  where  A,  has  obtained  a  verdict 
against  B,  for  the  negligence  of  his  agent  C,  in  an  action  by  B. 
against  (7.,  the  recovery  in  the  former  action  is  evidence,  not  to 
prove  the  fact  on  which  it  is  founded,  viz.,  the  negligence  of  (7.,  but 
to  show  how  far  B.  has  been  damnified  ;*>  the  judgment  here  is  the 
best  evidence  to  show  the  amount  of  j8.'s  liability  to  A,^  but  it  is  no 
evidence  to  show  that  such  liability  was  the  consequence  of  (7.*8  neg- 
ligence, a  fact  which  must  be  proved  aliunde}     So  a  verdict  in  a 

by  the  principal,  it  was  held  that  a  verdict  against  the  plaintiff  by  the  assignees 
off  the  principal,  was  evidence  to  show  the  fact  that  they  had  recovered  back  the 
money  paid  by  the  principal,  though  it  was  not  evidence  that  they  were  entitled 
to  recover  it  And  see  King  v.  Norman^  4  C.  B.  (56  £.  G.  L.  R.)  884.  Supra, 
tit.  Res  inter  alios  acta. 

•  Powell  V.  Layton,  2  N.  R.  371. 

«•  Per  Tindal,  C.  J.,  Daviea  v.  Lowndes,  1  Ring.  N.  C.  (27  E.  C.  L.  R.)  607. 

*»  Green  v.  The  New  River  Company^  4  T.  R.  590.  But  see  on  a  contract  to 
indemnify,  King  v.  Norman,  4  C.  B.  (56  E.  C.  L.  R.)  884. 

relevant  fact  in  the  title  of  the  party  who  offers  it.  Thus  where  the  title  is 
derived  from  a  judicial  sale,  the  judgment  or  decree  may  be  given  in  evidence 
as  the  authority  for  the  sale :  Barr  v.  Oraiz,  4  Wheat.  213 ;  Witmery,  Schlatter, 
2  Rawle  359 ;  Jackson  v.  Wood,  3  Wend.  27 :  Lovell  v.  Arnold,  2  Munf.  167 ; 
Fowler  v.  Savage,  3  Conn.  90 ;  Ansley  v.  Carlos,  9  Ala.  973  ;  King  v.  Chase,  15 
N.  H.  9  ;  Chamberlain  v.  Carlisle,  6  Fost.  540. 

^  In  an  action  of  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment,  a  recovery  of  damages  in 
trespass  quare  dausum  fregit,  is  sufficient  evidence  to  show  a  breach :  Williams 
V.  Shaw,  Nor.  Car.  Term  Rep.  197.  And  so  the  verdict  in  an  action  against  an 
officer  for  a  negligent  escape,  is  conclusive  evidence  of  the  amount  of  damages 
to  be  recovered  by  him  in  an  action  against  the  debtor :  Griffin  v.  Brown,  2 
Pick.  304.  But  a  mere  copy  of  docket  entries  is  not  admissible  as  evidence  of  a 
judgment  in  an  action  by  a  surety  against  his  principal  to  recover  the  amount 
paid  by  him  under  the  judgment :  Levering  v.  Dayton,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  698.  The 
record  of  the  forfeiture  of  a  recognisance  in  the  proper  court  is  conclusive  evi- 
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former  cause  inter  alioa  is  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  introducing 
evidence  to  show  that  a  witness  on  the  former  trial  gave  evidence 
directly  contrary  to  that  which  he  gives  on  the  latter.'  So  in  an 
action  for  a  malicious  prosecution,  an  indictment  against  the  plainti£f 
is  evidence  to  show  the  act  done  by  the  defendant  in  the  prosecution 
of  his  malicious  intention,  and  also  to  show  the  plaintiff's  acquittal.' 

'  Clarges  v.  Shenoin,  12  Mod.  343 ;  B.  N.  P.  232. 

■  Legatt  v.  Tollervei/y  J  4  East  302;  see  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Malicious  Prosecution. 

dence  of  the  forfeiture  in  debt  on  the  recognisance :  Shrine  v.  Comm.,  2  Rawle 
206.  Where  in  an  action  of  assault  and  battery  the  defence  was  that  the 
plaintiff  (a  common  sailor)  had  destroyed  a  quantity  of  cheese  and  used  insult- 
ing language  to  the  master  (the  defendant  in  the  suit  of  assault  and  battery), 
the  record  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  of  an  action  brought  against  the 
sailor  for  damages  for  the  destruction  of  the  cheese,  in  which  a  verdict  had 
been  obtained  against  him  for  damages  and  final  judgment  thereon,  was  held 
inadmissible  to  prove  the  fact  of  such  destruction :  Bt/er  v.  Atwaterj  4  Day 
431.  G. 

In  an  action  by  A.  against  6.  to  recover  damages  for  the  value  of  a  slave  sold 
by  B.  to  A.,  and  which  had  been  recovered  by  a  paramount  title  by  0.  from  A. 
the  record  of  the  action  between  C.  and  A.  is  evidence  of  the  ^'  fact  of  eviction'' 
and  of  the  damages  but  not  of  C.'s  title  :  Sanders  v.  Hamilton^  2  Ilayw.  226, 
282 ;  Blasddle  v.  Babcock,  1  Johns.  517 ;  s.  p.  A  verdict  against  the  sheriff, 
for  the  default  of  his  deputy,  is  evidence  is  an  action  by  the  sheriff  against  the 
deputy:  Tyler  v.  Ulmer,  12  Mass.  166;  per  Parker,  G.  J.  This  is  doubtless 
true,  as  to  the  amount  of  damages  ;  and  probably  if  the  deputy  defend  the  first 
suit  or  have  notice  of  it  (which  seems  to  be  the  ground  on  which  the  judge 
made  the  above  dictum)  the  verdict  would  be  evidence  of  the  default.  Thus  in 
Kip  V.  Bringham^  6  Johns.  158  ;  7  Johns.  168;  where  the  sheriff,  who  was  sued 
for  an  escape  of  a  prisoner  to  whom  the  jail  liberties  had  been  granted,  gave 
notice  of  the  suit  to  the  prisoner's  sureties,  and  they  in  conjunction  with  the 
sheriff,  defended' it,  and  judgment  was  given  against  the  sheriff;  this  judgment 
was  held  in  an  action  by  the  sheriff  against  the  sureties  on  the  bond  for  his 
indemnity  to  be  conclusive  evidence  of  the  escape.  A  judgment  in  an  action 
against  a  sheriff  alone,  of  which  his  sureties  had  no  notice,  is  not  conclusive 
aa  to  the  amount  of  damages  in  a  subsequent  suit  upon  the  recognisance  against 
the  sheriff  and  sureties  jointly :  Carmack  v.  Comm.j  5  Binn.  154.  The  record  of 
a  recovery,  in  ejectment  against  a  covenantee,  is  not  conclusive  against  a 
covenantor,  if  he  had  no  notice  of  the  ejectment :  Leather  v.  Foultney,  4  Binn. 
356.  AliteTy  if  the  covenantor  had  notice  and  took  part  in  the  trial :  Bender  v. 
Fromberger^  4  Dall.  436,  note ;  see  also  Hamilton  v.  Cults  et  al,,  4  Mass.  349 ; 
Waldo  V.  Long,  7  Johns.  173 ;  Clark's  Ex'ors  v.  Carrington,  7  Cranch  322 ; 
Prewett  v.  Kenton,  3  Bibb.  281 ;  Badcliffe  v.  Ship,  Hardin  292 ;  BurrillY,  West, 
2  N.  H.  190.  ,It  has  been  decided  in  South  Carolina,  that  when  a  recovery  over 
is  given  by  law  or  secured  by  express  contract,  and  the  plaintiff  relies  on  the 
recovery  against  him  as  the  sole  and  conclusive  evidence  of  his  right  to  recover 
over,  notice  of  the  first  action  is  indispensably  necessary :  Bond  v.  Ward,  1  N. 
k  McC.  201.  M. 
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So  a  record  is  frequently  evidence  by  way  of  inducement,  as  upon  an 
indictment  for  perjury,*  or  aiding  the  escape  of  a  felon.* 
P^ooq-i  *Ii^  considering  the  admissibility  and  effect  of  a  verdict 
or  judgment,  with  a  view  to  the  proof  of  those  matters  on 
which  they  are  founded,  it  will  be  convenient  to  divide  all  adjudica- 
tions into :  FirsU  Those  which  relate  to  fnatters  of  private  litigation 
between  party  and  party.  Secondly.  Those  of  a  criminal  and  penal 
nature.  Thirdly »  Those  which  relate  to  proceedings  in  rem.  Fourthly. 
Those  which  relate  to  matters  usually  proved  by  reputation. 

As  to  the  admissibility  of  a  verdict  or  Judgment  relating  to  matters 
of  private  litigation  between  parties. — It  has  been  laid  down  by  great 
authority,  that  in  civil  cases  the  judgment  of  a  court  of  concurrent 
jurisdiction  directly  upon  the  point,  is  as  a  plea  a  bar,  and  as  evi- 
dence,' conclusive  between  the  same  parties  upon  the  same  matter 
directly  in  question  in  another  court ;  and  that  the  judgment  of  a 
court  of  exclusive  jurisdiction  is,  in  like  manner,  conclusive  upon  the 
same  matter  coming  incidentally^  in  question  in  another  court  be- 
tween the  same  parties  for  a  different  purpose.  But  that  the  judg- 
ment of  a  court  of  concurrent  or  of  exclusive  jurisdiction  is  not  evi- 
dence of  any  matter  which  comes  collaterally  in  question,  though 
within  their  jurisdiction,  nor  of  any  matter  to  be  inferred  by  argument 
from  the  judgment.*^ 

^  R,  V.  HeSj  Cas.  temp.  Hard.  118 ;  ^.  v.  Hammond  Page^  2  Esp.  649. 

"  E.  V.  Shaw,  R.  &  R.  526. 

'  Although  the  celebrated  judgment  in  The  Duchess  of  Kingston^ s  ease,  has 
received  frequent  sanction  from  eminent  judges,  by  whom  it  has  been  cited 
without  qualification,  it  will  be  seen  from  the  modern  authorities  below  referred 
to,  that  in  the  case  where  a  former  judgment  is  used,  not  as  a  decision  on  the 
identical  subject-matter  of  complaint,  but  as  a  decision  on  the  same  contro- 
verted point,  which  is  to  operate  by  way  of  estoppel,  it  cannot  so  operate  unless 
it  be  pleaded,  even  perhaps  although  the  party  seeking  to  avail  himself  of  it 
had  no  opportunity  for  pleading  it,  as  where  he  is  defendant  in  an  ejectment ; 
see  Ferrers  v.  Arden,  6  Rep.  7 ;  Chiiram  v.  Morewood,  3  East  365,  per  Lord 
EUenborough,  C.  J. ;  Vooght  v.  Winch,  2  B.  &  Aid.  662.  But  see  2  Smith's  L. 
C.  444,  445. 

y  Barrs  v.  Jackson,  1  Phill.  C.  Rep.  582. 

'  By  De  Grey,  C.  J.,  in  giving  judgment  in  The  Duchess  of  Kingston's  cass^ 
20  How.  St  Tr.  355,  and  see  note  to  this  case,  2  Smith's  L.  C.  436.  A  verdict 
is  conclusive  between  the  same  parties  on  the  same  facts,  unless  it  has  been  re- 
versed by  attaint :  Go.  Litt.  227,  b.  So  a  defendant,  who  has  omitted  to  plead 
his  certificate  under  a  commission  of  bankrupt  in  a  former  action  by  plea  puis 


^  A  judgment  in  a  court  of  exclusive  jurisdiction  is  conclusive  upon  the  same 
matter  between  the  same  parties  coming  incidentally  in  question  in  another 
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♦This  was  part  of  the  jadgment  of  C.  J.  De  Grey,  in  the    r* 094-1 
case  of  The  Duchess  of  Kingston.      The  principal  position 
amounts  to   this,  that  no  matter  once  litigated  and  determined  by 
proper  authority,  shall  a  second  time  be  brought  into  controversy 
between  the  same  parties. 

It  is  then  essential  to  consider  the  five  following  points :  The  iden- 
tity of  the  parties  ;  the  identity  of  the  matter  litigated ;  the  nature 
and  manner  of  the  adjudication;  the  application  of  the  adjudication 
to  the  fact  to  be  proved ;  and  the  effect  of  the  judgment. 

Firsty  then,  as  to  the  identity  of  the  parties.*  No  one  in  general 
can  be  bound  by  a  verdict  or  judgment  unless  he  be  a  party  to  the 
suit,  or  be  in  privity  with  the  party,  or  possesses  the  power  of 
making  himself  a  party  ;^    for  otherwise  he  has  no  power  of  cross- 

darrein  continuance^  cannot  plead  it  to  an  action  on  the  judgment :  Todd  v.  Max- 
yield,  6  B.  A;  C.  (13  E.  C.  L.  R.)  105.  So  a  shareholder  of  a  bank  or  company 
cannot  plead  to  a  sei,fa.  what  would  have  been  an  answer  to  the  action  against 
their  public  officer :  Philipson  t.  Lord  Egremont,  6  Q.  B.  (51  £.  G.  L.  R.)  587. 
*  Even  an  infant  is  bound  by  a  judgment  in  an  action  wherein  he  was  a  party, 
although  brought  in  his  name  without  his  knowledge,  by  his  prochein  amy : 
Morgan  v.  Moore,  7  M.  &  W.  400.  But  the  prochein  amy,  who  is  not  "a  party," 
would  not  be  so  bound :  Sinclair  v.  Sinclair,  13  M.  A;  W.  640. 

court  for  a  different  purpose.  But  neither  the  judgment  of  a  concurrent  or 
exclusive  jurisdiction  is  evidence  of  any  matter  incidentally  cognizable,  nor  of 
any  matter  to  be  inferred  by  argument  from  the  judgment :  Hibahman  v.  Dulle- 
ban,  4  Watts  183 ;  Lentz  v.  Wallace,  5  Harris  412 ;  Martin  v.  Gemandt,  7  Harris 
124 ;  Society  v.  Hartland,  2  Paine  C.  C.  536. 

^  This  principle  is  universally  acknowledged.  See  the  following  cases  in 
which  it  has  been  applied:  Burrill  v.  West,  2  N.  H.  190;  Wood  v.  Dams,  7 
Cranch  271 ;  Davis  v.  Wood,  1  Wheat.  6 ;  Ptxynes  v.  Coals  et  al,,  1  Munf.  373 ; 
Thirpin  v.  Thomas,  2  Hen.  &  Munf.  139 :  Jackson  v.  Vedder,  3  Johns.  8 ;  Ca^e 
T.  Reeves,  14  Johns.  79;  Ryer  v.  Atwater,  4  Day  431 ;  Killingworth  v.  Bradford, 
2  Overt.  204 ;  Wood  v.  Stephens,  1  S.  &  R.  75 ;  Estep  v.  Hutchman,  14  S.  &  R. 
435;  Tabor  v.  Perrott  et  al.,  2  Qall.  565;  l^oambley  y.  Henley,  4  Mass.  641  ; 
Respuhlica  v.  Davis,  3  Yeates  128  ;  Johnson  v.  Broton,  1  Wash.  187  ;  Stevelie  v. 
Read,  3  Wash.  C.  C.  274.  A  record  of  one  suit  cannot  be  used  as  evidence  in 
another,  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  and  one  of  the  plaintiffs  in  the  latter 
suit  were  parties  to  the  former,  and'  that  the  same  point  was  in  controversy  in 
both ;  another  plaintiff  and  the  person  under  whom  both  plaintiffs  jointly 
claim,  not  having  been  parties  to  the  former  suit:  Chapman  v.  Chapman,  1 
Munf.  398 ;  see  CarmachT.  Commonwealth,  5  Binn.  184.  The  record  of  a  judg- 
ment against  James  R.  is  admissible  as  evidence  in  an  action  against  Joseph  R,, 
if  it  appear  that  the  latter  was  the  same  person,  and  in  fact  party  to  the  suit 
and  defended  it :  Stevelie  v.  Read,  2  Wash.  0.  C.  274.  As  to  who  are  parties  or 
privies,  see  ClecUon  v.  Chambless,  6  Rand.  86  ;  Gardner  v.  Buckhee,  3  Cow.  120 ; 
Dennison  v.  Hyie,  6  Conn.  508 ;  Nason  v.  Blaisdell,  12  Yt  165 ;  Downer  v.  Mor^ 
20 


324  JUDICIAL    DOCUMENTS. 

examining  the  witnesses  or  of  adducing  evidence  in  furtherance  of  his 
rights :  whilst  the  law  of  attaint  subsisted  he  could  have  had  no 
attaint,  nor  can  he  challenge  the  inquest,  or  appeal ;  in  short,  he 
is  deprived  of  the  means  provided  by  the  law  for  ascertaining  truth 
and  excluding  error,  and  consequently  it  would  be  repugnant  to  the 
first  principles  of  justice  that  he  should  be  bound  by  the  result  of  an 
inquiry  to  which  he  was  altogether  a  stranger.^ 
P^QQc-i  ''^ Hence,  if  one  bring  several  ejectments  against  several, 
upon  the  same  title,  a  verdict  against  one  is  not  evidence 
against  the  rest,  because  although  the  party  against  whom  the  ver- 
dict was  had  might  be  relieved,  if  it  was  not  good,  the  rest  could 
not.*  So  if,  in  an  ejectment  between  a  devisee  and  the  heir-at-law, 
the  defendant  should  obtain  a  verdict,  on  proof  that  the  will  was  not 
duly  executed,  he  could  not  give  the  verdict  in  evidence  on  another 
ejectment  brought  by  another  devisee.*  Where  a  suit  was  instituted 
in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  by  B>  against  (7.  for  a  divorce,  cau»d 
adulteriiy  with  D.,  and  she  pleaded  that  she  was  married  to  D.,  and 
upon  proof  made  the  court  so  pronounced,  and  accordingly  dis- 
missed B.*&  libel,  it  was  held  that  the  judgment  was  not  evidence  in 
an  ejectment  between  other  parties,  in  which  the  marriage  between 
C,  and  D.  came  in  dispute.*  If,  in  an  information  against  A,y  issue 
were  taken  on  the  fact  whether  J.  S,  was  mayor  of  such  a  borough 
in  such  a  year,  and  it  were  to  be  found  that  he  was  not,  such  finding 
and  judgment  would  not  be  evidence  on  the  like  information 
against  B.^  So,  a  verdict  against  a  tenant  for  life  will  not  bind 
a  reversioner ;'  for  the  tenant  for  life  is  seised  in  his  own  right, 

»•  11  H.  4,  30 ;  Tr.  per  Pais  29,  30 ;  44  Ass.  5 ;  KinnersUy  v.  Orpe,  Doug.  57. 
Of  course,  if  a  person  sui  Juris  be  made  a  party  without  bis  knowledge  or  con- 
sent he  is  not  bound  by  the  judgment :  Rohson  v.  EaUm,  1  T.  R.  62 ;  but  his 
proper  course  is  to  apply  to  set  the  proceedings  aside :  Huhart  v.  Phillips ,  13 
M.  &  W.  702. 

•3  Mod.  142;  Bell  v.  Harwood^  3  T.  R.  308;  Ld.  Raym.  1202;  Vern.  415; 
Ch.  Pr.  212;  12  Mod.  319,  339;  10  Mod.  292;  Carth.  77,  181 ;  5  Mod.  386;  2 
Jones  221 ;  and  see  Lord  Trimlestown  v.  KemmiSj  9  CI.  &  Fin.  781,  where  a 
judgment  in  ejectment  was  refused  in  evidence,  the  defendant  therein  being  a 
stranger  to  the  record. 

•»  B.  N.  P.  244. 

•  B.  N.  P.  244,  cites  Robin's  case,  C.  B.  1700 ;  De  Costa  v.  Villa  Real,  Star. 
961. 

'  B.  N.  P.  244.  «  B.  N.  P.  232 ;  Hardr.  462 ;  Telv.  32 

rison,  2  Gratt.  260 ;  Putnam  Free  School  v.  Fisher ,  34  Me.  1 72 ;  Brock  v.  Gar- 
retty  16  Qa.  487 ;  Lenox  v.  Notrehe,  1  Hempst.  251 ;  MeOlellan  v.  Kennedy,  8 
Md.  236. 
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and  that  possession  is  properly  his  own.  He  was  at  liberty,  before 
the.  recent  change  in  the  law,^  to  pray  in  aid  the  reversioner  or 
not,  and  the  reversioner  could  not  possibly  controvert  the  matter 
where  no  aid  was  prayed.  But  if  the  reversioner  had  come  in 
upon  an  '''aid-prayer,  he  might  then  have  had  an  attaint,  r^coo/^n 
and  consequently  the  verdict  would  then  have  been  evi- 
dence against  him.^ 

But  one  who  claims  in  privity  with  another,  is  in  the  same  situation 
with  the  latter  as  to  any  verdict  or  judgment,  either  for  or  against 
him,  whether  he  claim  as  privy  in  blood  or  estate,  or  as  privy  in  law.^ 
Accordingly  the  heir  may  give  in  evidence  a  verdict  for  his  ancestor.^ 
And  a  verdict  against  the  ancestor  binds  the  heir."^  ^     So  a  verdict 

»»  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42. 

<  B.  N.  P.  232 ;  Hard.  462 ;  Yelv.  32.  Such  a  verdict  is  inadmissible  as 
evidence,  not  only  of  the  title,  but  also  of  any  fact  found  by  the  jury  ;  thus,  in 
order  to  prove  a  private  Act  of  Parliament,  which  could  not  be  found,  there  was 
produced  an  office  copy  of  a  special  yerdict  upon  the  trial  of  a  feigned  issue  is 
Hil.  13  &  14  Car.  II.,  wherein  the  jury  found  that  in  the  Parliament  of  2  Edw. 
YI.  it  was  amongst  other  things  enacted  in  these  words  following — the  Act  was 
then  set  out,  whereby  certain  lands  in  Kent,  including  some  held  by  W.  T,, 
were  disgavelled.  The  lands  in  question  were  identified  with  these.  But  it 
was  held  that  the  special  verdict,  being  res  inter  alios  acta,  was  not  admissible: 
Doe  dem.  Bacon  v.  Brydges,  6  M.  &  G.  (46  £.  G.  L.  R.)  282. 

'  Such  a  yerdict  and  judgment  operate  as  an  estoppel,  when  pleaded  in  bar ; 
Com.  Dig.,  Estoppel,  B. ;  Co.  Litt.  352:  Vooght  v.  Winch,  2  B.  &  Aid.  662; 
Outram  y.  Morewood,  3  East  346 ;  16  East  334 ;  Incledon  y.  Burgess ,  1  Show. 
28  ;  Hooper  y.  Hooper,  M^Clel.  &  To.  509.  One  having  lands  by  escheat,  tenant 
by  curtesy,  tenant  in  dower,  the  incumbent  of  a  benefice,  and  others  that  come 
in  by  act  of  law,  or  in  the  post,  are  mentioned  by  Lord  Coke  as  examples  of 
priyies  in  law :  Co.  Litt.  352,  b.  So  a  husband  and  wife  are  bound  by  a  yer- 
dict against  the  wife,  as  to  her  estate  before  marriage :  Outram  v.  Morewood,  3 
East  346. 

*  Locke  y.  Norhome,  3  Mod.  141  ;  Outram  v.  Morewood,  3  East  346. 

"  Locke  y.  Norhome^  3  Mod.  142 ;  and  B.  v.  Hebden,  And.  389 ;  et  sic  de 
similibus,  Blakemore  v.  Glamorganshire  Canal  Company,  2  C,  M.  &  R.  133. 

^  There  is  no  priyity  between  an  executor  or  administrator,  and  the  heir  or 
devisee  of  the  deceased  ;  and  a  judgment  against  the  former  is  not  evidence  in 
an  action  against  the  latter  to  charge  the  real  estate :  Mason* s  devisees  v.  Peters^ 
AdmrS;  1  Munf.  437.  Whether  there  is  any  priyity  between  an  executor  or 
administrator  and  a  legatee  of  the  personalty :  Quaere,  Ibid.  A  judgment  re- 
covered by  an  executor  is  no  bar  to  an  action  brought  by  the  administrator  de 
bonis  mm  cum  testamento  annezo,  for  the  same  cause :  Grout  v.  Chamberlain,  4 
Mass.  613.  There  being  no  priyity,  the  first  judgment  cannot,  at  common  law, 
be  enforced  by  the  administrator  de  bonis  non,  but  becomes  inoperative.  By 
statute  1817,  c.  190,  i  18,  the  law  in  this  particular  is  altered  in  Massachusetts ; 
■ee  Allen,  Admr,,  v.  Irwin,  1  S.  &  R.  549.  M. 
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against  an  estate  or  testator  binds  his  representative.*^  So  in  eject- 
ment between  Doe  on  the  demise  of  A.  against  B.^  A.j  it  is  said,  is 
bound  by  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  For  the  courts  take  notice 
that  in  ejectment  the  lessor  of  the  nominal  plaintiiT  is  the  party  really 
P^qoYi  interested,  *and  upon  the  trial,  A.  had  the  opportunity  to  cross- 
examine  the  witnesses  for  J?.,  and  to  controvert  their  testi- 
mony.* 

If  several  remainders  be  limited  by  the  same  deed,  a  verdict  for 
one  in  remainder  will  be  evidence  for  the  next  in  remainder  against 
the  same  party.i*  But  a  verdict  against  a  particular  tenant  for  life 
did  not  bind  the  reversioner,  unless  he  came  in  to  defend  upon  aid- 
prayer  :^  and,  consequently,  for  want  of  mutuality,  a  verdict  for  the 
tenant  for  life  would  not  have  been  evidence  for  the  reversioner  unless 
called  in  aid  against  the  same  party/  Partly  upon  the  same  prin- 
r*^2R1  ^^P'^'  judgment  of  ouster  against  '^'a  mayor  is  evidence  upon 
a  qiio  warranto  against  one  admitted  by  him." 

Two  plaintiffs  brought  an  action  for  a  diversion  of  water  from  their 

»  R.  v.  Hebdeuj  And.  389. 

•  Bao.  Ab.,  tit.  Ev.  F. ;  B.  N.  P.  232 ;  Ilardr.  472 ;  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  33 ;  Aslin 
Y.  Parkin,  2  Burr.  665 ;  1  Smith  L.  G.  263,  and  note.  It  may  be  doubted 
whether  the  older  authorities  on  this  subject  do  not  relate  to  the  now  obsolete 
action  of  ^ecHone  Jirmce,  in  which  the  pleadings  were  carried  on  and  issue 
joined  as  in  other  ordinary  actions  of  trespass.  It  has,  however,  lately  been 
held,  that  a  judgment  for  the  defendant  in  a  former  ejectment  is  evidence  for 
him  on  a  subsequent  ejectment,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  being  the  same :  Doe 
d.  Strode  v.  Seaion,  2  G.,  M.  &  R.  728  :  Doe  v.  Huddari,  Ibid.  316 ;  and  see 
Wright  v.  Tatham,  1  Ad.  &  E.  (28  E.  G.  L.  R.)  3.  And,  in  Doe  v.  Wright,  10 
Ad.  &  E.  (37  E.  G.  L.  R.)  763 ;  in  an  action  in  the  name  of  the  nominal  plaintiff 
for  the  mesne  profits  on  and  from  lOth  July  1826,  on  a  plea  that  plaintiff  was 
not  possessed,  a  replication  that  the  plaintiff  had  by  verdict  recovered  a  term  on 
a  demise  laid  on  that  day  in  an  action  of  ejectment  against  the  defendant,  was 
held  good  by  way  of  estoppel.  But,  from  Doe  v.  Wellstoarif  2  Ex.  369,  where, 
in  a  similar  action,  a  replication  that  the  plaintiff  had  recovered  a  term  by  a 
judgment  by  default  upon  a  demise  laid  at  a  later  day  than  that  mentioned  in 
the  declaration  for  mesne  profits,  but  including  part  of  the  period  covered  by 
the  term,  was  held  bad,  it  would  seem  that  at  most  the  estoppel  is  not  only  upon 
the  point,  that  on  the  particular  day  named  in  the  demise  the  lessor  was  entitled 
to  recover,  not  that  he  was  entitled  at  any  earlier,  or  any  later  day. 

P  Fi/ke  V.  Crouch,  1  Ld.  Raym.  730 ;  B.  N.  P.  232 ;  Hardr.  462 ;  Doe  v.  Tgler^ 
6Bing.  (19E.  G.  L.  R.)390. 

«»  B.  N.  P.  232 ;  Hardr.  436 ;  Bac.  Ab.,  Ev.  F. ;  but  see  Phillips  317 ;  Hardr. 
472 ;  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  35,  36 ;  Bishop  of  Lincoln  v.  Sir  W.  Ellis^  2  Gwill.  632. 

'  N.  N.  P.  232,  233 ;  Ga.  K.  B.  319. 

•  B.  N.  P.  231 ;  2  Barn.  370 ;  B,  v.  Lisle,  And.  163 ;  R.  v.  OHmes,  Burr.  2599. 
5  T.  R.  72 ;  11  St.  Tr.  216 ;  see  tit.  Quo  Warranto. 
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works.  One  of  them,  whilst  in  possession  of  the  same  works,  had  re- 
covered against  the  same  defendants  for  a  similar  injury.  It  was 
held  that  this  was  primd  facie  evidence  of  privity  in  estate  with  the 
former  plaintiff  to  render  the  former  verdict  and  judgment  admissible 
in  evidence  against  the  defendants  ;*  and  the  former  verdict  and  judg- 
ment were  held  to  be  admissible  between  them  as  privies,  although 
those  who  offered  the  evidence  had  been  examined  in  the  former  suit.^ 
But  although  a  verdict  and  judgment  for  a  party  is  evidence  for 
one  claiming  in  privity  with  him,  this  must  be  understood  of  a  claim 
acquired  subsequently  to  the  verdict.*  If  a  party,  after  a  verdict 
and  judgment  against  him,  assign  his  interest,  the  assignee  is  bound 
by  the  verdict.  After  a  verdict  against  J.  S.  and  judgment,  J.  S. 
aliened  to  J.  If.^  and  it  was  held  that  the  verdict  was  evidence  against 
J*.  If. ;  for  it  would  have  been  evidence  against  J.  S.  at  the  time  of 
the  transfer,  and  the  substitute  cannot  be  in  a  better  condition  than 
the  principal/  * 

^  Blakemore  v.  Glamorganshire  Canal  Company^  2  C,  M.  &  R.  133 ;  Strutt  v. 
Bavingdon,  5  Esp.  58,  59. 

*  Blakemore  ▼.  Glamorganshire  Canal  Company,  2  C,  M.  &  R.  139 ;  see  also 
Brook  v.  Carpenter,  3  Bing.  (11  £.  G.  L.  R.)  379;  and  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Malicious 
Prosecution  ;  see  also  Davis  v.  West,  6  G.  &  P.  (25  £.  G.  L.  R.)  172;  where  a 
conviction  obtained  on  the  evidence  of  one  defendant  was  admitted  in  favor  of 
oo-defendants. 

*  Doe  V.  Earl  of  Derby,  1  Ad.  &  £.  (28  E.  G.  L.  R.)  787 ;  and  the  rule  laid  down, 
Com.  Dig.,  £v.  (A.  5),  viz.,  that  a  verdict  is  evidence,  for  one  nnder  whom  any 
of  the  present  parties  claim ,  mast  be  so  understood.  If  it  could  be  understood 
to  extend  to  other  lands  under  the  same  title  previous  to  the  verdict,  the  effect 
of  such  verdict  might  be  carried  back  to  an  indefinite  extent:  Per  Littledale,  J., 
1  Ad.  &  E.  (28  £.  G.  L.  R.)  790.    So  a  verdict  against  a  lessor  is  admissible. 

7  2  Roll.  Abr.  680;  Bac.  Abr.,  Ev.  F.  The  answer  of  a  Dean  and  Ghapter  to 
a  bill  filed  to  establish  a  farm  modus,  admitting  a  district  modus,  is  evidence 
Against  a  subsequent  lessee  of  the  Dean  and  Ghapter  in  a  suit  by  him  for  tithe 
in  kind.  It  is  said  that  a  verdict  and  judgment  for  or  against  a  lessee  is  evi- 
dence for  or  against  a  reversioner:  Gom.  Dig.,  Ev.  (A.  5) ;  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  35, 
36 ;  Rushworth  v.  Countess  of  Pembroke,  Ilardr.  472.  This,  it  seems,  is  to  be 
understood  of  a  lessee  in  the  old  action  of  ^'ectione  firmce ;  and  see  Rees  v. 
Walters,  3  M.  &  W.  527.    The  proposition  from  Gomyn  is  at  least  doubtful. 

'  So  where  a  mortgagor,  when  sued  for  possession,  defended  on  the  ground  of 
usury,  but  failed  in  his  defence,  and  afterwards  assigned  his  right  to  A.,  who 
brought  a  writ  of  entry  against  the  mortgagee  and  attempted  to  support  his 
action  by  proof  of  the  usucy  ;  the  former  judgment  was  held  to  be  a  conclusive 
defence  against  A. :  Adafiis  v.  Barnes,  17  Mass.  365.  It  was  also  said,  by  Jack* 
son,  J.,  in  the  same  case,  that  if  in  the  first  suit,  the  mortgage  had  been  proved 
to  be  usurious,  the  judgment  against  the  mortgage  would  have  been  an  estoppel 
to  him  and  to  all  persons  claiming  under  him.    In  Outram  v.  Morewood,  3 
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P^ooQ-i  *Iq  ejectment  on  the  several  demises  of  a  mortgagor  and 
mortgagee,  a  judgment  in  an  ejectment  brought  against  the 
mortgagor  after  mortgage  is  not  admissible  for  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  in  the  former  action  as  against  the  mortgagee,  although  the 
judgment  was  entered  in  pursuance  of  the  award  of  an  arbitrator,  to 
whom  the  cause  was  referred,  there  being  no  evidence  to  show  that 
the  mortgagee  took  any  part  in  the  proceedings.' 

It  is  not  essential  that  either  the  parties  or  the  form  of  action 
should  be  precisely  the  same,  if  they  are  substantially  the  same. 
Thus  in  ejectment,  as  has  been  seen,  the  law  recognises  the  real 
parties.*  Where  an  action  of  trover  was  brought  against  a  creditor 
and  the  sheriff,  for  goods  levied  under  an  execution,  and  the  defend- 
ants had  a  verdict,  the  judgment  was  held  to  be  a  bar  to  a  subsequent 
action  of  assumpsit  against  the  creditor  alone.^  So  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant,  in  an  action  for  penalties  for  usury  on  a  bond,  was  held 
good  evidence  for  him  in  an  action  on  the  bond  as  an  answer  to  the 
plea  of  usury.**  In  an  action  for  a  trespass  in  the  plaintiff's  fishery,^ 
P^qoA-i  ^  ^verdict  for  the  plaintiff  in  a  former  action,  against  one 
who  justified  as  the  servant  of  J.  aS.,  was  admitted  in  evi- 
dence against  the  defendant  in  the  second  action,  upon  its  appearing 

■  Doe  v.  Webbery  1  Ad.  &  E.  (28  E.  C.  L.  R.)  119. 

*  Supra^  pp.  326,  327,  and  n.  (o).  So  in  replevin  the  landlord,  or  person 
under  whom  the  defendant  made  cognizance,  was  held  substandally  a  party : 
ffancockv.  Welsh,  1  Stark.  (2  E.  G.  L.  R.)  347. 

^  Hitehin  v.  Campbdlj  2  W.  Bla.  827 ;  3  Wils.  804 ;  see  below,  p.  333,  and 
the  cases  there  cited. 

•  CUve  V.  PoweUj  1  M.  &  Rob.  228. 

^  Kinnersley  v.  Orpe,  Dougl.  56.  At  the  trial  it  was  held  to  be  conclusive 
evidence;  but  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  held  that  it  was  admissible,  but  not 
conclusive :  see  Simpson  v.  Pickering,  1  0.,  M.  &  R.  529 ;  see  Doe  v.  Earl  of 
Derby,  1  Ad.  &  £.  (28  £.  0.  L.  R.)  791 ;  Outram  ▼.  Morewood,  3  East  346,  per 
Lord  Ellenborough.  It  is  not  sufficient  to- show  that  a  party  to  the  former  suit 
might  possibly  be  interested  in  the  subsequent  suit. 

East  366,  Lord  Ellenborough  questioned  the  admissibility  of  the  former  record, 
in  the  case  of  Kinnersley  v.  Orpe;  and  in  Case  v.  Reeves,  14  Johns.  82,  Spencer, 
G.  J.,  pronounced  it  to  be  reconcilable  with  the  rules  of  evidence,  only  on  the 
ground  that  both  suits  were  substantially  against  the  same  person.  In  an 
action  of  ejectment  between  A.  and  B.  the  record  of  a  former  judgment  in  an 
action  of  trespass  between  B.  and  cestui  que  trust  of  A.,  has  been  admitted  in 
evidence  in  Pennsylvania :  Calhoun^ s  Lessee  v.  Dunning,  4  Dall.  120.  In  Ken- 
tucky, no  other  persons  can  be  considered  parties  to  a  suit,  so  as  to  be  bound 
by  the  judgment,  but  those  who  appear  by  the  record  to  be  such ;  and  extrinsic 
evidence  is  not  admissible  to  prove  that  persons  not  named  in  the  record  were 
parties :  Allen  v.  Sail,  1  Marsh.  526.  M. 
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that  the  defendant  in  this  action  had  acted  bj  the  command  of  J.  S.y 
for  it  was  considered  that  «7.  S.^  was  the  real  party  in  both  actions. 
But  the  evidence  is  not  conclusive.  So  a  verdict  against  one  defend- 
ant was  held  to  be  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  right  on  a  second  action 
against  the  defendant  and  two  others,  who  justified  under  the  former 
defendant  for  a  subsequent  injury  affecting  the  same  right.*  But  a 
judgment  in  use  and  occupation  against  A.  and  B,  has  been  thought 
not  to  be  evidence,  in  an  action  by  the  same  plaintiff  for  use  and 
occupation  of  the  same  premises  against  A.^  as  it  might  have  been 
obtained  on  the  admission  of  £.,  which  might  or  might  not  be  evi- 
dence against  A.y  according  to  circumstances.' 

A  verdict  in  an  action  by  the  vicar  against  the  occupier  of  land, 
for  tithes,  is  evidence  against  another  occupier  of  the  same  land.' 
So  a  decree  in  favor  of  a  vicar  as  to  his  right  to  small  tithes,  against 
an  impropriator,  is  evidence  for  his  successors;^  and  a  judgment 
against  the  schoolmaster  of  a  hospital,  as  to  rights  claimed  in  respect 
of  his  office,  is  evidence  against  his  successors.^ 

A  record  is  also  evidence  against  one  who  might  have  been  a  party 
to  it,  for  he  cannot  complain  of  the  *want  of  those  advantages  p^oon 
which  he  has  voluntarily  renounced.^  ^        ■' 

It  is  a  general  rule,  that  a  verdict  shall  not  be  used  as  evidence 
against  a  man  where  the  opposite  verdict  would  not  have  been  evi- 
dence for  him ;  in  other  words,  the  benefit  to  be  derived  from  the 
verdict  must  be  mutuaV  ^     This  seems  to  be  no  more  than  a  branch 

*  Strutt  v.  BoviTigdon,  5  Esp.  56.  In  Buller's  N.  P.  40,  it  is  said  that  a  ver- 
dict on  an  issue  out  of  Chancery,  to  which  only  one  of  the  defendants  was 
party,  may  be  read  against  all  the  defendants,  to  prove  the  time  of  the  act 
of  bankruptcy. 

'  Christy  V.  Tanered,  9  M.  &  W.  438. 

«  Benson  v.  Oliver  2  Gwill.  701 ;  Travis  v.  Chaloner,  3  Gwill.  1237. 

^  Carr  v.  Heaton^  3  Gwill.  1261 ;  but,  as  it  is  said,  not  conclusive  evidence, 
unless  the  Ordinary  be  a  party  to  the  first  suit. 

^  Lord  Brounker  v.  Sir  R,  Atkins,  Skin.  15. 

»  Bac.  Abr.,  Ev.  F. 

"  B.  N.  B.  232,  233 ;  Ca.  K.  B.  319 ;  Hardr.  472 ;  Bac.  Abr.  Ev.,  F. ;  4  Maul.  & 
Sel.  479 ;  Co.  Litt.  352 ;  1  T.  R.  86 ;  Com.  Dig.,  Estoppel,  D. ;  R,  v.  The  Warden 
c/ihe  Fleety  B.  N.  P.  233  5  12  Mod.  337 ;  Gaunt  v.  Wainman,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  (32 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  70,  per  Tindal,  C.  J. ;  Doe  v.  ErHngton,  6  Bing.  N.  C;  (37  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  83.  In  the  case  of  Whatdy  v.  Menkeim  and  Levy,  2  Esp.  C.  608,  Lord  Ken- 
yon  is  said  to  have  held,  that  a  verdict  on  an  issne  out  of  Chancery,  to  try  the 

'  Whenever  equity  would  subrogate  a  second  plaintiff  to  all  the  rights  of  the 
first,  the  judgment  is  conclusive  of  every  fact  necessarily  adjudicated  against 
the  defendant  who  is  primarily  liable :  Lloyd  v.  Barr,  1  Jones  41. 
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of  the  former  rule,  that  to  make  the  jadgment  conclusive  evidence 
the  parties  must  be  the  same,  for  then  the  benefit  and  prejudice 
would  be  mutual  and  reciprocal.  Where  the  parties  are  not  the 
same,  one  who  would  not  have  been  prejudiced  by  the  verdict  cannot 
afterwards  make  use  of  it,  for  between  him  and  a  party  to  such  ver- 
dict the  matter  is  res  nova,  although  his  title  turn  upon  the  same 
point.""  And  the  verdict  ought  not  to  be  admitted  to  prejudice  the 
jury  against  the  former  litigant.''  Besides,  the  former  verdict  may 
have  *been  obtained  upon  the  evidence  of  the  party  who  afker- 
I-  -I  wards  seeks  to  take  advantage  of  it ;  and  this  is  one  reason 
why  a  conviction  upon  an  indictment,  which  is  always  at  the  suit  of 
the  king,  is  not  evidence  in  a  civil  action.*^ 

From  the  principles  announced,  it  seems  to  be  a  general  conse- 
quence that  a  verdict  in  a  civil  proceeding  will  hot  be  evidence  either 
against,  or  for  a  party  in  a  criminal  proceeding*     The  acquittal  in  an 

question  whether  A,  and  B.  were  partners,  was  evidence  for  a  third  person,  in 
an  action  against  them  to  prove  the  partnership.  8ed  qu,,  for  there  was  no 
mutuality ;  and  the  verdict  might  have  been  obtained  on  the  evidence  of  the 
party  who  afterwards  took  advantage  of  it. 

»  B.  N.  B.  232  J  3  Mod.  141 ;  Hardr.  472. 

^  In  Gilb.  Law  of  Ex.  the  principle  is  thus  expounded :  But  a  person  that  hath 
no  prejudice  by  the  verdict  can  never  give  it  in  evidence,  though  his  title  turn 
upon  the  same  point,  because,  if  he  be  an  utter  stranger  to  the  fact,  it  is  per- 
fectly rto  nova  between  him  and  the  defendant;  and  if  it  be  no  prejudice  to  the 
plaintiff,  had  the  fate  of  the  verdict  been  as  it  would,  he  cannot  be  entitled  to 
reap  a  benefit  *,  for  it  would  be  unequal,  since  the  cause  is. a  new  matter  between 
the  parties,  that  the  jury  should  be  swayed  by  any  prejudice ;  for  the  letting  in 
of  pre-judgments  supposes  that  the  case  has  been  already  decided,  and  that  it 
is  not  tried  and  debated  us  a  new  matter,  but  as  the  effect  of  some  litigious  cross 
in  the  defendant,  that  holds  out  the  possession  when  the  cause  has  been  decided 
against  him  ;  and  this  ought  not  to  be  thrown  out  upon  him  on  a  new  inquiry. — 
The  same  principle  applies  to  depositions :  Hardr.  472. 

•  B.  N.  P.  233 ;  Stra.  68 ;  Oibson  v.  Macarty,  Ann.  311  j  Bartlett  v.  PickefsgiU^ 
Burr.  2255;  Smith  v.  Rummons^  1  Gamp.  9;  Hathaway  v.  Barroto,  Ibid.  151. 
And  the  rule  applies  although  the  judgment  was  not  so  abtatned :  Blakemore  v. 
Glamorganshire  Canal  Company,  2  C,  M.  &  R.  139,jpcr  Parke,  B. 

'  In  an  action  of  slander  for  charging  the  plaintiff  with  stealing  certain  pro- 
perty, a  record  of  conviction  of  the  plaintiff  for  stealing  the  same  property  was 
held,  in  New  York,  to  be 'admissible  primd  facie  evidence  to  prove  a  plea  of 
justification  of  the  truth  of  the  words  spoken ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff 
might  disprove  the  larceny,  by  showing  the  fals^'ty  of  the  evidence  on  which  the 
conviction  was  founded :  It  was,  however,  further  held  that  the  record  of  con- 
viction could  not  be  received  in  evidence  at  all,  if  the  defendant  was  a  witness 
in  the  criminal  prosecution :  Mayhee  v.  Avery,  18  Johns.  352 ;  see  England  ▼• 
Bourke,  3  Esp.  C.  80 ;  Cook  v.  Field,  3  Esp.  C.  133.  M. 


JUDGMENTS,    BTC. — MUTUALITY.  882 

action  ought  not  to  be  admitted  as  evidence  in  bar  of  an  indictment, 
because  the  parties  are  not  the  same,  and  the  king  or  the  public  ought 
not  to  be  prejudiced  by  the  default  of  a  private  person  in  seeking  his 
remedy  for  an  injury  to  himself;  especially  as  upon  the  trial  of  the 
indictment  the  testimony  of  the  former  plaintiff  is  admissible,  which 
was  before  excluded  by  his  being  a  party  to  the  cause. 

By  such  additional  evidence  the  jury  may  be  induced  to  come  to  a 
contrary  conclusion.^  Neither,  as  it  seems,  is  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
in  a  civil  action  evidence  upon  an  indictment  ;">  for  although  the 
defendant  has  had  the  opportunity  to  cross-examine  the  witnesses 
and  controvert  the  testimony  of  his  opponent,  yet  it  would  be  hard 
that  upon  a  criminal  charge,  which  concerns  his  liberty,  or  even  his 
life,  he  should  be  bound  by  any  default  of  his  in  defending  his  pro- 
perty.* 

In  addition  to  this,  there  is  a  want  of  mutuality ;  the  parties  are 
not  the  same,  and  the  party  would,  until  the  recent  change  in  the 
law,  have  lost  the  privilege  of  proceeding  against  the  jury  in  case  of 
a  false  verdict,  by  attaint.  It  is  also  to  be  observed,  that  the 
adjudication  in  *the  civil  case  would  seldom  be  commen- 
surate with  the  matter  intended  to  be  proved  in  the  criminal  '-  ^ 
case,  since  evidence  'sufficient  to  render  a  man  responsible  in 
damages  may  be  insufficient  to  prove  that  he  acted  with  a  criminal 
intention. 

Secondly^  as  to  the  identity  of  the  fact.  It  is  essential  not  only 
that  the  parties  should  be  the  same,  but  that  the  %aine  fact  should 
have  been  in  issue  in  the  former  cause ;  for  if  it  was  not  in  issue,  the 
jury  could  not  have  been  attainted  for  a  false  verdict ;'  nor  could  a 
new  trial  have  been  had  upon  it  in  that  cause. 

A  verdict  for  the  same  cause  of  action  between  the  same  parties 
IB  absolutely  conclusive.  And  the  cause  of  action  is  the  same,  when 
the  same  evidence  will  support  both  actions,  although  the  actions 
may  happen  to  be  founded  on  different  writs.' '    Thus  a  judgment 

^  Gibson  v.  Macarty,  Ca.  temp.  Hardw.  312;  11  St.  Tri  222. 

«  11  St.  Tr.  222. 

'  B.  N.  P.  233 ;  Hob.  53  ;  Eicardo  v.  Garcias,  12  CI.  &  Fin.  368 ;  Carter  v. 
James,  13  M.  &  W.  137. 

'  Per  Lord  Hordwicke,  in  Smith  ▼.  Gibson,  R.  T.  H.  319,  there  are  several 
eases  where  a  recovery  in  one  action  will  be  a  bar  to  another  action  of  the  same 

'  In  an  indictment  for  forgery  in  Illinois  the  court  held  the  record  of  a  civil 
suit  the  best  evidence  to  show  the  amount  the  defendant  intended  to  defraud 
the  person  whose  name  he  forged :  Noble  v.  People,  1  Breese  29.  G. 

*  Johnson  v.  Smith,  8  Johns.  383 ;  s.  p.  Thus  a  judgment  for  the  defendant 
in  trespass  de  bonis  asportatis  is  a  bar  to  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  the  price  of 
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in  trespass  will  be  a  bar  to  an  action  of  trover  for  the  same  taking.* 
And  a  verdict  in  trover  will  bo  a  bar  to  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received  for  the  sale  of  the  same  goods."  A  recovery  in  trespass  at 
common  law  varied  a  writ  of  ravishment  of  ward.^    This  is  the  test 

nature ;  but  that  is  where  the  first  recovery  is  a  satisfiction  for  the  very  thing 
demanded  by  the  second  action.  In  an  action  of  trover  the  plaintiff  recovers 
damages  for  the  thing,  and  it  is  as  a  sale  of  the  thing  to  the  defendant,  which 
vests  the  property  in  him,  and  therefore  it  is  a  bar  to  an  action  of  trespass  for 
the  same  thing :  and  therefore  it  was  held,  that  damages,  on  a  contempt  in  pro- 
hibition, which  are  recoverable  only  from  the  time  of  the  prohibition  granted, 
were  no  bar  to  an  action  for  suing  the  plaintiff  in  the  Admiralty  Court,  where 
the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction ;  see  Sparry* 9  eascj  5  Co.  61 ;  Prefaoe  to  8  Co., 
and  6  Co.  7  a;  and  see  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Record. 

*  Bla.  R.  831 ;  Com.  Dig.,  Action,  K.  3 ;  see  Carter  v.  James,  as  to  different 
securities  for  the  same  debt. 

■  Hitchen  v.  Campbell,  2  W.  Bl.  827 ;  3  Wils.  308  5  see  also  Lechmere  v.  Tbp- 
lady,  2  Vent.  169 ;  1  Show.  146. 

^  Hob.  94 ;  2  Inst.  202. 

the  same  goods :  Rice  v.  King,  7  Johns.  20.  In  North  Carolina  it  is  held  that 
a  recovery  in  trespass  is  not  a  bar  to  an  action  of  detinue,  unless  the  damages 
in  trespass  were  given  for  the  property :  Belch  v.  Holleman,  2  Ilayw.  328.  But 
a  recovery  in  trespass  was  held,  in  South  Carolina,  to  be  a  bar  to  an  action  of 
trover,  on  the  ground  that  in  the  former  action  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  dam- 
ages, not  only  for  the  injury  done  in  taking  away  the  goods  but  the  value  of 
them  :  Johnson  v.  Parker,  1  N.  &  McC.  1.  A  recovery  against  one  partner  in  a 
printing  office  for  a  libel,  and  satisfaction  of  the  judgment,  are  a  bar  to  an  action 
against  the  other  partner  for  the  same  publication :  Thomas  v.  Bumsey,  6  Johns. 
26.  But  a  mere  recovery  against  one  of  two  or  more  joint  tort-feasors  is  not, 
in  general,  a  bar  to  an  action  against  another ;  the  former  judgment  must  have 
been  satisfied ;  see  Campbell  v.  Phelps,  1  Pick.  62 ;  Yelv.  68  note,  (Amer.  ed.) ; 
Sheldon  v.  Kihbe,  3  Conn.  214 ;  Hawkins  v.  Hation,  1  N.  &  McC.  318 :  Ewing  v. 
Fwrd,  1  Marsh.  475 ;  WUkes  v.  Jackson,  2  Hen.  k  Munf.  345.  M. 

In  Connecticut  a  former  judgment  in  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  in 
which  the  right,  in  controversy  in  a  subsequent  action,  was  directly  decided  be- 
tween the  same  parties,  is  admissible  in  evidence  and  conclusive,  although  the 
cause  of  action  in  the  former  suit,  and  the  object  to  be  attained  by  it  were  dif- 
ferent. Therefore  when  the  defendant  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  brought  to 
recover  possession  of  mortgaged  premises,  set  up  the  defence  of  usury  under  the 
general  issue,  and  the  plaintiff  to  defeat  that  defence  offered  in  evidence  the 
record  of  a  former  judgment,  in  a  suit  brought  by  him  on  a  note  for  the  mort- 
gage debt,  to  which  the  defendant  pleaded  non  assumpsit  with  notice  of  usury, 
and  on  that  issue  a  verdict  was  given  and  judgment  rendered  for  the  plaintiff, 
it  was  held  that  such  record  was  admissible  and  conclusive  against  the  defence  : 
Belts  V.  Starr,  5  Conn.  Rep.  550.  I. 

See  also  Cleaton  v.  Chambless,  6  Rand.  86 ;  Gaies  v.  Goreham^  5  Yt.  317 ; 
Shafer  v.  Stonebreaker,  4  Gill  k  Johns.  345 ;  Towns  v.  Nimon,  5  N.  U.  259 ; 
Standish  v.  Parker,  2  Pick.  20 ;  Marsh  v.  Pier,  4  Rawle  273  ;  Agnew  v.  McElroy 
10  S.  k  M.  552 ;  GUberi  v.  Thompson,  9  Cush.  348. 
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to  know  ^whether  a  final  determination  in  a  former  action  is  r:ic 004-1 
a  bar,  or  not,  to  the  subsequent  action  ;  and  it  runs  through 
all  the  cases  in  the  books,  both  in  real  and  personal  actions.  It 
was  resolved  in  Ferrer' %  ca%ej^  that  where  one  is  barred  in  any  action, 
real  or  personal,  by  judgment  upon  confession,  demurrer,^  verdict, 
&c.,  he  is  barred  as  to  that,  or  the  like  action  of  the  like  nature  for 
the  same  thing  for  ever ;  for  expedit  reipublicce  ut  ait  finis  litium. 
By  actions  of  the  like  nature  are  meant  actions  of  the  same  degree, 
and  where  a  writ  cannot  be  had  of  a  higher  nature.*  All  personal 
actions  are  of  the  same  degree  ;*  but  a  verdict  in  a  personal  action 
was  not  a  bar  to  a  real  action  brought  in  the  same  right. ^ 

Where,  however,  the  real  merits  of  the  present  action  have  not 
been  at  all  inquired  into  in  a  former  proceeding,  issue  may  be  taken 
on  the  fact,  if  the  judgment  be  pleaded  in  bar.^    Thus  a  recovery 

^  6  Rep.  7.  Ocerton  ▼.  Hartey^  1  L.  M.  &  P.  233.  It  must  be  for  the  same 
thing,  therefore  a  second  action  may  be  brought  upon  the  same  agreement  for 
the  breach  of  a  different  stipulation  in  it :  Briatowe  y.  Fairclough,  1  M.  &  G. 
(39  E.  C.  L.  R.)  143 ;  CaUander  v.  DeitHch,  4  M.  &  G.  (43  E.  C.  L.  R.)  68,  and 
a  verdict  for  defendant  on  a  plea  of  lib.  ten,  in  an  action  for  trespass  to  plaintiff's 
close,  will  not  estop  the  plaintiff  in  another  action,  unless  it  be  shown  that  the 
trespasses  in  both  actions  were  committed  on  the  same  spot :  Smith  v.  Royaton^ 
8  M.  &  W.  386. 

y  But  see  Boileau  t.  Butlirij  2  Ex.  665 ;  Hutt  v.  Morrell,  3  Ex.  240. 

'  A  bar  in  a  writ  of  aiel  was  held  to  be  a  bar  in  a  writ  of  besaiei ;  and  in  a 
collateral  action,  as  cosenage ;  for  these  are  ancestral,  and  of  the  same  nature ; 
bat  would  not  bar  a  writ  of  right :  3  Wils.  308 ;  6  Rep.  7. 

*  And,  therefore,  in  an  action  of  trespass  for  taking  a  mare,  it  is  a  good  plea 
to  the  writ,  that  a  replevin  is  pending  for  the  same  taking :  3  Wils.  308 ;  5  Rep. 
61,  b.  And  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  in  replevin,  upon  a  plea  of  non  tenuit 
to  a  cognizance  for  rent  arrear,  concludes  the  plaintiff  when  sued  by  the  party 
under  whom  cognizance  was  made  for  the  same  rent :  Hancock  v.  Welsh,  1 
Stark.  (2  £.  G.  L.  R.)  347. 

^  See  Ouiram  v.  Morewood^  3  East  359. 

•  Lepping  v.  Kedgewin,  1  Mod.  207 ;  Uitchin  v.  Campbell,  2  W.  Bl.  827 ;  3 
Wils.  304.  If  the  suit  has  been  discontinued,  or  the  plaintiff  been  nonsuit,  such 
judgment  is  not  conclusive:  3  Bla.  Com.  296.  Withdrawing  a  juror,  or  dis- 
charging jury  by  consent,  cannot  be  pleaded  as  a  bar  in  a  second  action: 
Sanderson  v.  Nestor,  R.  &  Moo.  (21  E.  G.  L.  R.)  402 ;  Everett  v.  Youells,  3  B. 
&  Ad.  (23  £.  G.  L.  R.)  349.  But  the  court  would  stay  the  proceedings  in  the 
second  action :  Gibbs  v.  Ralph,  14  M.  &  W.  804.  A  judgment  for  plaintiff  on 
a  plea  in  abatement  for  nonjoinder  is  no  bar  to  another  action  against  the 
parties  not  joined :  Godson  v.  Smith,  2  Moo.  (4  E.  G.  L.  R.)  157.  So,  in  cases 
of  appeal  or  orders  of  removal,  if  the  order  be  quashed,  but  not  upon  the  merits, 
numerous  cases  show  that  the  respondent  parish  may  obtain  another  order ;  see 
B.  V.  Wheelock,  5  B.  &  G.  (11  E.  G.  L.  R.)  511 ;  R.  v.  St,  Ann's,  Westminster, 
2  Sess.  Ga.  525. 
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f-^gog-i  in  one  action  cannot  be  '^'pleaded  in  bar  of  a  second,  ^here 
no  evidence  on  the  trial  of  the  first  action  was  given  in  sup* 

port  of  the  claim  on  which  the  second  is  foanded.^     Where  issue  is 

P^qq/>-|  taken  on  '''the  fact,  whether  the  second  action  is  brought  for 
the  same  cause  of  action  as  the  first,  evidence  is  admissible 

of  what  passed  at  the  trial.*  ^ 

*  Seddon  v.  Tutop,  6  T.  R.  607.  So  in  the  coses  of  Ravee  v.  Farmer,  4  T.  R. 
146,  and  Golightly  v.  Jellicoe^  Ibid,  in  note,  it  was  held  that  an  award  made  of 
all  matters  in  difference  between  the  parties  was  no-  bar  to  any  cause  of  action 
that  the  plaintiff  had  against  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the  reference,  if  the 
plaintiff  could  prove  that  the  subject-matter  of  the  action  was  not  inquired  into 
before  the  arbitrator.  In  the  case  of  Dunn  v.  Murray^  9  B.  &  C.  (17  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  780,  where  a  claim  within  the  scope  of  a  reference  to  an  arbitrator  was  not 
brought  forward  by  the  plaintiff  as  a  matter  in  difference,  it  was  held  that  he 
could  not  afterwards  make  it  the  subject-matter  of  a  fresh  action.  And  there 
Lord  Tenterden,  in  giving  judgment,  referred  to  that  of  Lord  Ellenborough  in 
Smith  V.  Johnson,  15  East  213,  who  laid  it  down  that  where  all  matters  in  differ- 
ence are  referred,  the  party,  as  to  any  matter  included  within  the  scope  of  such 
reference,  ought  to  come  forward  with  the  whole  of  his  case ;  and  see  Henderson 
V.  Henderson,  3  Hare  115.  A  plaintiff  brought  debt  for  rent  and  for  stone 
taken  from  a  quarry,  and  before  the  trial  brought  another  action  for  improperly 
quarrying  stone,  with  a  count  in  trover  for  stone,  and  delivered  bills  of  particu- 
lars for  similar  quantities  of  stone ;  on  the  first  trial  he  gave  no  evidence  as  to 
the  claim  for  stone,  but  recovered  as  to  the  rest ;  in  the  second,  he  had  a  verdict 
for  the  stone  taken  away,  and  it  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  on  a 
review  of  the  authorities,  that  the  trial  was  not  waived,  nor  the  action  barred, 
by  the  former  recovery:  Hadley  v.  Green,  2  Tyrr.  390.  But  if  a  plaintiff, 
having  several  causes  of  action,  offers  evidence  of  some  in  which  he  fails,  he 
cannot  afterwards  bring  another  action  for  those  causes  of  action  in  which  he 
has  failed ;  Per  Best,  C.  J.,  in  Stafford  v.  Clarke,  2  Bing.  (9  E.  C.  L.  R.)  382; 
see^aZ^v.  Stone,  1  Str.  515;  Markham  v.  Middleton,  2  Str.  1259;  Todd  v. 
Stewart,  9  Q.  B.  (58  E.  C.  L.  R.)  767.  And  if  a  defendant  plead  a  set-off, 
though  he  offers  no  evidence,  and  does  not  in  any  way  attempt  to  substantiate 
it,  he  will  be  estopped  by  a  verdict  on  the  plea  against  him  from  bringing  any 
action  for  the  recovery:  Eastmure  v.  Laws,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  (35  £.  C.  L.  R.)  444. 
So  if  a  plaintiff  sue  in  an  inferior  court  for  a  less  sum,  having  a  claim  for  a 
larger  sum,  or  having  a  demand  for  60^,  consisting  of  three  sums  of  201,  con- 
sent at  Nisi  Prius  to  take  a  verdict  for  40/.,  he  cannot  afterwards  bring  a  second 
action  for  the  residue:  Lord  Bagot  v.  Williams,  3  B.  &  C.  (10  E.  C.  L.  R.)  235; 
see  also  Botoden  v.  Home,  7  Bing.  (20  £.  G.  L.  R.)  716 ;  to  the  effect  that  a 
noUe  prosequi  as  to  part  of  a  sum  for  which  interlocutory  judgment  has  been 
obtained,  will  bar  any  action  for  that  part. 

•  Seddon  v.  Tutop,  6  T.  R.  607 ;  Marten  v.  Thornton,  4  Esp.  C.  180,  where  an 
arbitrator  was  examined  as  to  the  evidence  laid  before  him. 

^  A  judgment  upon  a  non-suit,  even  after  hearing  upon  the  merits  is  no  bar 
to  a  future  action  for  the  same  cause:  Bridge  et  ol,  v.  Sumner,  1  Pick.  371 ; 
Morgan  et  aL  y.  Bliss,  2  Mass.  113  ;  Sed  vide,  Foster  v.  Atkinson,  1  Litt.  214. 
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It  is  not,  however,  necessary  that  the  fact  to  be  proved  by  the 
record  should  have  been  solely  and  specifically  pat  in  issue  on  the 

■  ■  -l^  —  ^-».»..»»..^^.-.»»  ■  1—1.     ^^  M  I    Ml        I  M       ■  ■■      ■  ■       mi        ■  ■■■■■■■—■■■■■■■  I  I  ■ 

A  discoDtinuance  of  one  action  is  no  bar  to  another  for  the  same  cause :  Hull  v. 
Blake,  13  Mass.  155 ;  see  also  Sweigart  y.  Frey,  8  S.  &  R.  299.  It  is  only  where 
the  qaestion  between  the  parties  has  been  once  decided  upon  confession  or 
verdict  that  the  judgment  is  a  bar  to  another  action ;  and  not  where  the  party 
fails  by  reason  of  some  technical  defect :  Benton  v.  Cuffy^  Camp.  &  Nor.  98.  A 
recovery  in  a  former  action  apparently  for  the  same  cause  is  only  primd  Jade 
evidence  that  the  demand  has  been  tried,  and  may  be  repelled  by  showing  that 
it  is  a  distinct  demand,  in  relation  to  which  no  testimony  wajB  offered  on  the 
trial  of  the  former  cause.  But  if  a  claim  is  submitted  to  a  jury  and  they  dis- 
allow it  or  allow  less  than  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  or  overlook  part 
of  his  demands  a  verdict  and  judgment  thereon  are  a  conclusive  bar  to  a 
second  action  for  the  same  cause :  PhiUipa  v.  Berick,  16  Johns.  136 ;  Irwin 
V.  Knox,  10  Johns.  365 ;  Brockway  v.  Kenney,  2  Johns.  210 ;  Plainer  v.  Beat, 
11  Johns.  530;  Snider  et  aL  v.  Oroy,  2  Johns.  227;  Whittemorey.  Whitte- 
fnore,  2  N.  H.  28 ;  Byer  v.  AtwateTy  4  Day  431.  (It  is  however  necessary 
in  order  to  constitute  an  e'stoppel  by  a  former  judgment,  that  the  precise 
point  which  is  to  create  the  estoppel  should  have  been  put  in  issue  and  de- 
cided, and  this  must  appear  from  the  record  alone:  Smith  v.  Sherwood,  4 
Conn.  276. — 1.)  It  is  said  by  Woodbury,  J.,  in  Whittemore  v.  Whittemori, 
ubi  supra,  that  the  presumption  that  the  demand  in  a  suit  is  in  fact  res 
adjudicata  may  be  rebutted  in  all  oases  where  it  has  not  been  the  specific 
subject  of  a  former  action.  Where  evidence  which  is  offered  to  prove  one  of 
several  demands  is  rejected  by  the  judge,  and  the  plaintiff  suffers  a  verdict 
to  pass  on  the  whole  case,  the  judgment  on  that  verdict  is  a  bar  to  a  future 
action  on  the  demand  not  before  proved  :  Smith  v.  Whiting,  11  Mass.  Rep.  445. 
But  "  if  a  person  sues  upon  several  and  distinct  causes  of  action,  and  submits 
only  a  part  of  them  to  the  jury,  he  is  not  precluded  from  suing  again  for  such 
distinct  cause  of  action  as  was  not  passed  upon :''  Wheeler  v.  Van  Houten,  12 
Johns.  313.  If  the  plaintiff ^s  demand  consists  of  a  claim  indivisible  in  its 
nature,  the  defendant  cannot  be  vexed  by  having  the  claim  divided  into  separate 
suits ;  and  a  judgment  in  a  suit  for  part  of  the  claim  is  a  bar  to  a  subsequent 
action  to  recover  the  remainder:  Smith  v.  Jones,  15  Johns.  229;  Farrington  et 
al.  V.  Payne,  15  Johns.  432.  In  Messrs  Exr,  v.  Heebie,  6  S.  &  K.  57,  a  former 
recovery  in  a  suit,  in  which  the  plaintiff  counted  for  an  entire  sum,  was  held  to 
be  a  bar  to  another  suit  brought  on  the  same  contract,  to  recover  a  sum  included 
in  the  declaration  in  the  first  suit ;  and  the  plaintiff  was  not  permitted  to  show 
that  no  evidence  was  given  to  the  former  jury  in  support  of  the  claim  last  sued 
for :  see  Lord  Bagot  v.  Williams,  3  Barn.  &  Cress.  235 ;  Ingraham  v.  Hall, 
11  S.  A  R.  78.  Where  the  payee  of  a  note,  on  which  payment  has  been  made, 
bat  not  indorsed,  recovered  the  whole  sum  apparently  due  on  it,  upon  the 
maker^s  becoming  defaulted,  the  judgment  was  held  in  Massachusetts  to  be  no 
bar  to  an  action  by  the  maker  to  recover  the  sum  before  paid  by  him :  Rowe  v. 
Smith,  16  Mass.  306.  Aliter,  in  New  Hampshire,  1  N.  H.  33;  IKltonv,  Gordon, 
So  where  judgment  was  obtained  by  default,  upon  an  account  annexed  to  the 
writ,  in  which  the  defendant  was  credited  for  certain  goods ;  it  was  held  that 
the  judgment  was  no  bar  to  an  action  against  the  plaintiff  for  the  same  goods, 
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former  trial ;  it  is  sufficient  if  it  was  a  fact  essential  to  the  finding  of 
that  verdict.  A  verdict  against  a  division  of  a  parish,  for  not  repair- 
ing a  road,  is  afterwards  (in  the  absence  of  fraud)  conclusive  as  to  the 
obligation  to  repair,  although  the  verdict  also  involve  another  fact ; 
viz.,  that  the  road  was  out  of  repair.'  So  a  verdict  in  an  action  for 
diverting  water  from  the  plaintiff's  mill,  is  evidence  in  a  subsequent 
action  for  a  similar  injury  at  a  subsequent  time,  as  to  the  right  to  the 
water.*  In  such  case,  however,  the  record  would  operate  as  evidence 
only,  and  not  as  an  estoppelJ' 

'  B,  y.  St.  Pancras,  Peake's  C.  219 ;  2  Saund.  159  ;  2  Camp.  G.  494 ;  see  trt. 
Highway. 

<  Strutt  y.  Bovingdon  and  others^  5  Esp.  56,  although  other  defendants  be 
joined  in  the  second  action  to  the  sole  defendant  in  the  first,  but  who  justify 
under  that  defendant :  Ibid. 

^  Lord  Ellenborough  said,  that  although  the  former  recovery  could  not  be 
deemed  to  be  a  legal  estoppel,  so  as  to  conclude  the  rights  of  the  parties  by  its 
production,  he  should  think  himself  bound  to  Cell  the  jury  to  consider  it  as 
conclusive :  5  Esp.  G.  59. 

they  not  having  been  credited  by  him  at  their  full  value :  Minor  v.  Walter^  17 
Mass.  237.  But  where,  to  an  action  on  a  promissory  note  upon  which  partial 
payments  were  indorsed,  the  defendant  made  defence,  and  judgment  was  finally 
rendered  against  him  for  the  amount  appearing  to  be  due  after  deducting  the 
sums  indorsed ;  it  was  held  to  be  a  bar  to  an  action  by  the  defendant  to  recover 
the  amount  of  other  payments,  alleged  to  have  been  made  on  the  note,  but  not 
indorsed  nor  allowed,  in  the  former  action:  Loring  v.  Mansfield^  17  Mass.  394. 
A  plaintiff  who  had  brought  two  actions  upon  the  same  articles  of  agreement, 
in  one  of  which  he  had  recovered,  was  held  not  to  be  estopped  in  the  other 
action  in  which  he  had  declared  specially  on  the  contract,  from  proving  the  con- 
tract as  laid,  although  it  might  be  inconsistent  with  the  record  of  recovery  in 
the  other  action :  Hess  v.  Heebie^  4  S.  &  R.  246.  So  when  there  has  been  a 
submission  of  all  demands^  and  an  award  thereon,  it  is  held  in  Massachusetts 
and  New  Ilampshirc  that  one  of  the  parties  may  maintain  an  action  upon  a 
particular  demand,  by  showing  that  it  was  not  laid  before  the  referees:  Webster 
V.  Lee,  6  Mass.  334  j  Whittemore  v.  Whittemorej  2  N.  H.  26.  Aliter,  in  New 
York ;  Wheeler  v.  Van  Houten,  12  Johns.  311.  The  court  in  New  York  took  a 
distinction  (somewhat  shadowy)  between  a  submissiourof  "all  matters  in  dif- 
ference," as  in  the  cases  cited  in  the  text,  and  a  submission  of  "all  demands." 
So  in  the  case  of  Johnson  v.  Smithy  15  East  213,  Lord  Ellenborough,  "  without 
deciding  against  the  authority  of  Golightly  v.  Jellicoej^  held,  Grose  and  Bayley, 
Js.,  concurring,  where  parties  referred  *'  all  manner  of  actions  and  causes  of 
action"  to  arbitrators,  who  awarded  a  balance  to  be  paid  by  the  defendant  to 
the  plaintiff,  that  on  a  rule  for  an  attachment  for  not  performing  the  award,  the 
defendant  could  not  claim  a  deduction  of  a  certain  demand  due  to  him  from  the 
plaintiff,  on  the  ground  that  such  demand  was  no  part  of  the  dispute  betweea 
the  parties  and  had  not  been  submitted  to  nor  taken  into  the  consideration  of 
the  arbitrators.  M. 
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It  is  not  n ecessary  that  the  former  verdict  should  *have  been  . 

founded  upon  the  same  precise  subject-matter,  provided  the  ^  ^ 
question  be  the  same,  and  between  the  same  parties.  It  is  laid  down 
that  ^4t  is  not  necessary  that  the  verdict  should  be  in  relation  to  the 
same  land,  for  the  verdict  is  only  set  up  to  prove  the  point  in  ques- 
tion ;  and  every  matter  is  evidence  that  amounts  to  a  proof  of  the 
point  in  question."^  If  the  question  be  the  same,  it  is  immaterial 
whether  the  parties  stand  in  the  same  relative  position  to  each  other  in 
the  second  action  as  in  the  first ;  as  whether  the  plaintiff  in  the  first 
action  be  plaintiff,  or  defendant  in  the  second.^ 

Where  the  same  party  sues,  or  is  sued,  in  a  different  capacity,  and 
in  a  different  right,  he  will  not  be  concluded  by  the  former  record. 
Thus,  if  a  party  sue  as  administrator,  and  fail,  he  will  not  be 
estopped  from  maintaining  an  action  against  the  same  defendant  as 
executor.'  So  if  one  claim  as  heir  to  his  father,  he  will  not  be 
estopped  from  afterwards  claiming  as  heir  to  his  mother."" 

Thirdly.  As  to  the  nature  and  manner  of  the  adjudication ;  the 
judgment,  decree  or  sentence  must  be  direct  upon  the  precise  point, 
and  it  is  not  evidence  of  any  matter  which  came  collaterally  in  ques- 
tion, although  it  was  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  nor  of  any 
matter  incidentally  cognizable,  nor  of  any  matter  to  be  inferred  by 
argument  from  the  judgment,  as  having  constituted  one  of  the 
-grounds  of  that  judgment."*  For  it  *is  obvious,  that  al-  rtooo-i 
though   the   matter   expressly  adjudicated  upon  is  certain, 

»  B.  N.  P.  232;  Sherwin  v.  Clarges  (1700)  12  Mod.  343.  It  seems,  however, 
that  in  such  a  case  the  verdict  woald  not  be  conclusive.  In  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev. 
29,  the  case  is  put  as  one  of  persuading  evidence  to  a  jury.  And  see  Cleve  v. 
Powell,  supra.  So  in  equity,  on  a  bill  filed  to  have  a  bill  of  exchange  cancelled 
and  delivered  up,  upon  an  allegation  that  it  was  given  for  a  gambling  debt,  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  in  equity  in  an  action  at  law  on  the  bill  brought  by  the 
defendant  in  equity,  is  admissible  evidence :  Pearce  v.  Gray,  2  Y.  &  C,  Ch.  R.,  322. 

*  M<mdel  v.  Steel,  8  M.  &  W.  858 ;  Eastmure  v.  Imws,  6  Bing.  N.  C.  (35  E.  C. 
L«.  R.)  444,  supra, 

'  Robinson's  case,  5  Rep.  32. 

"  Com.  Dig.,  Estoppel,  C. 

■  See  the  opinion  of  De  Grey,  C.  J.,  in  The  Duchess  of  Kingston's  case,  20 
How-  St.  Tr.  355 ;  2  Smith's  L.  C.  425,  s.  c. ;  Harg.  Law  Tracts  456 ;  2  Pothier, 
by  Evans,  357  *,  Lewick  v.  Lucas^  1  Esp.  0.  43.  Action  on  the  case  for  unskil- 
fully varnishing  engravings:  the  defendant  proposed  to  give  in  evidence  the 
record  in  an  action  in  which  he  recovered  against  the  present  plaintiff  for  work 
aod  labor,  and  to  show  by  parol  evidence  that  the  two  actions  related  to  the 

^  If  it  do  not  appear  from  the  face  of  the  record  in  the  former  suit,  it  is  com- 
petent to  prove  by  parol  that  the  same  matter  did  arise  in  the  former  suit,  and 
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the  grounds  of  the  adjudication  are  often  uncertain ;  and  that  a  par- 
ticular ground  cannot  be  safely  inferred  and  relied  upon,  especiallj 
Tfrhere  its  effect  is  to  be  conclusive.  To  permit  this  would  induce  the 
necessity  of  unravelling  the  materials  of  the  former  decision ;  for  it 
would  be  manifestly  unjust  to  admit  a  presumption  that  a  particular 
fact  was  established  upon  the  former  inquiry,  and  yet  not  to  allow 
that  presumption  to  be  rebutted  by  proof  that  it  is  unfounded  In 
Blackham's  coMe^  which  was  «an  action   of    trover,  the  defendant 

same  work.  Lord  Kenyon  rejectod  the  evidenoe,  because  the  record  was  general ; 
and,  in  order  to  render  a  record  evidence  to  conclude  any  matter,  it  should  appear 
from  the  record  itself  that  that  matter  was  in  issue ;  nor  should  evidence  be 
admitted  that  under  such  a  record  any  particular  matter  came  in  question.  The 
record  in  the  former  acUon  was  general ;  and  to  inquire  whether  it  was  for  the 
work  done  in  varnishing  the  prints,  and  whether  the  defendant  in  that  action 
had  availed  himself  of  the  circumstance  of  their  being  unskilfully  done,  would 
be  to  try  that  same  case  again.  (But  see  as  to  this  Mondel  v.  Steel,  8  M.  &  W. 
858  -J  Rigge  v.  Burbridge,  15  M.  &  W.  598.)  In  some  instances,  however,  it  is 
accessary  to  show  by  parol  evidence  to  what  particular  subject-matter  a  record, 
general  in  its  terms,  was  applied ;  as,  for  instance,  where  a  defendant  pleads  a 
recovery  by  the  plaintiff  in  a  former  action  for  the  same  subject-matter,  and 
where  issue  is  taken  on  the  question,  whether  the  former  verdict  embraced  the 
present  claim.  And  where  the  appellant  parish,  on  a  second  order,  shows  that 
the  former  order  was  quashed  upon  appeal,  the  respondents  may  show  that  it 
was  quashed  on  the  preliminary  objection  that  the  pauper  was  not  chargeable : 
B.  V.  Wheelock,  5  B.  &  C.  (11  £.  G.  L.  R.)  511 ;  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Settlbmbnt  ;  and  see 
Beed  v.  Jackson,  1  East  355 ;  Bex  v.  Wick,  SL  Lavtrence,  5  B.  &  Ad.  (27  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  526 ;  B.  V.  Knaptoft,  2  B.  &  C.  (9  E.  C.  L.  R.)  883 ;  Beg,  v.  Sow,  4  Q.  B. 
(45  E.  C.  L.  R.)  93. 

<»  1  Salk.  290 ;  3  Bro.  P.  G.  2d  ed.  595  •,  Ibid.  619.    See,  as  to  Blaekham'* 
case,  Bans  v.  Jackson,  1  Phil.  Gh.  Rep.  588. 

was  tried  upon  the  pleadings  in  the  record :  Burt  v.  Stemhauyh,  4  Gow.  559. 
Gontra,  Campbell  v.  Butts,  3  Gomst  173.  Parol  proof  may  be  given  to  show  the 
grounds  on  which  a  former  judgment  proceeded,  when,  from  the  form  of  the 
issue  such  grounds  do  not  appear  by  the  record  itself;  provided  the  matters 
alleged  to  have  been  passed  upon  be  such  as  might  have  been  given  in  evidence 
under  the  issue  joined :  Briggs  v.  Wells,  12  Barb.  567  ;  Birckhead  v.  Brovm,  5 
Sandf.  134 ;  Gray  v.  GilUlan,  15  111.  453 ;  Chamberlain  v.  Gaillard,  2  Ala.  504 ; 
Coleman's  Appeal,  12  P.  F.  Smith  252.  The  record  of  a  former  recovery  appa- 
rently for  the  same  cause  of  action  as  that  which  is  the  foundation  of  a  subse- 
quent suit  is  primd  facie  evidence  only  that  the  demand  had  been  once  tried, 
and  the  plaintiffs  may  repel  it  by  showing  that  it  was  a  distinct  demand,  in 
relation  to  which  no  testimony  had  been  offered  on  the  trial  in  the  former  cause, 
and  that  it  arose  out  of  a  separate  and  unconnected  transaction :  Brown  v.  King, 
10  Mo.  56.  Agreements  of  counsel  on  file,  and  the  testimony  of  the  judge  and 
jurors  who  tried  a  case  are  admissible  as  evidence  of  what  was  in  litigation : 
Burr  v.  Woodrow,  1  Bush  602;  j^frr  v.  Hays,  35  N.  Y.  331. 
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proved  tbat  the  goods  were  Jane  Blaokhani's  in  htr  lifetime,  and 
that  he  *had  administered  to  her  effects.  The  plaintiff  r^coooi 
proved  that  Jane  Blackham  was  married  to  hira  a  few  days 
before  her  death.  The  defendant  contended  that  the  plaintiff  was 
conclnded  by  the  letters  of  administration  granted  to  himself,  since 
the  letters  of  administration  must  have  been  founded  upon  the  pre- 
sumption that  there  was  no  such  marriage.  But  Holt,  C.  J.,  said,  a 
matter  whicb  has  been  directly  determined  by  the  sentence  of  the 
proper  court,  cannot  be  gainsaid ;  their  sentence  is  conclusive  in  such 
cases,  and  no  evidence  shall  be  admitted  to  prove  the  contrary ;  but 
that  is  to  be  intended  only  in  the  ^oint  directly  tried;  otherwise  it 
is,  if  a  collateral  matter  be  collected  or  inferred  from  their  sentence, 
as  in  this  case,  because  the  administration  is  granted  to  the  defend- 
ant; therefore,  they  infer  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  intestate's 
husband,  as  he  could  not  have  been  taken  to  be  if  the  point  there 
tried  had  been  married  or  unmarried,  and  their  sentence  had  been, 
not  married.  So,  although  it  was  once  held  that  the  production  of 
the  probate  by  a  prisoner  indicted  for  the  forging  of  a  will,  was  con- 
clusive evidence  for  him,'*  the  contrary  has  since  been  frequently  ad- 
judged, and  is  now  settled  law.^  So  the  refusal  of  letters  of  admin- 
istration, on  tlie  ground  that  the  applicant  was  not  married  to  the 
deceased,  is  not  evidence  to  disprove  the  marriage  in  a  court  of  law/ 
And  a  sentence  of  excommunication  against  the  father  and  mother 
for  fornication  is  not  evidence  to  disprove  the  legitimacy  of  the  son.* 
Letters  of  administration  granted  to  the  plaintiff,  as  administrator  of 
the  goods  of  A,  B.j  are  not  evidence  of  the  death  of  A.  B,^  So  on 
an  appeal  against  an  order  of  removal,  where  the  respondents  relied 
on  a  settlement  derived  from  *the  pauper's  father,  and  pro- 
posed to  give  in  evidence  of  it  an  order  for  the  removal  of  ^  J 
the  pauper's  brother  to  the  appellant  parish,  and  the  examination  on 
which  it  was  founded,  which  would  have  shown  that  the  brother's 
settlement  was  derived  from  the  father,  the  court  thought  the  Ses- 
sions had  properly  rejected  the  evidence  on  that  ground.^  And 
where,  in  an  action  on  a  bond,  the  defendant  pleaded  that  there  was  a 
usurious  agreement  between  him  and  the  plaintiff,  and  the  bond  was 

9  R,  V.  VincerUy  Str.  481 ;  R.  v.  Rhodes,  Ibid.  703. 

*  R,  V.  Sterling,  Leach  117  ;  R.y.  Buttery  and  another,  R.  &  R.  C.  G.  342 ;  and 
R.  V.  Oibeon,  Lancaster  1802,  cor.  Lord  Elleiiboroagh ;  2  Evanses  Pothier  356. 

'  Rep.  term.  Hardwicke  12. 

*  HiUiard  v.  Phaley,  8  Mod.  180 ;  and  see  Robin's  case,  ante,  p.  325,  note  (e). 

*  Thompson  v.  Donaldson,  3  Esp.  G.  63. 

*  Reg.  V.  Sow,  4  Q.  B.  (45  £.  C.  L.  R.)  93. 

21 
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given  in  pursuance  thereof^  and  issue  was  joined  on  this  last  allega- 
tion, upon  which  the  defendant  had  a  verdict ;  it  was  held  in  another 
action  between  them  on  the  mortgage  deeds  given  at  the  same  time, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  estopped  from  denying  that  there  had  been 
a  usurious  agreement,  no  issue  having  been  taken  upon  that  precise 
point.* 

It  seems,  also,  that  the  former  judgment  or  sentence  must  not  onlj 
be  direct,  but  also  final^  and  conclusive*  in  the  court  of  which  it  is 
a  judgment;  for  if  it  do  not  decide  the  fact  there,  it  cannot  have  a 
greater  effect  in  any  other  court.^  Hence,  although  a  sentence  in  a 
jactitation  suit  *has  been  admitted  in  evidence  as  to  the  fact 
I-  -I  of  marriage  in  a  temporal  court,  it  seems  in  principle  to  be 
wholly  inadmissible.^  And  it  has  been  held  that  proceedings  which 
would  not  constitute  an  estoppel,  are  not  primd  facie  evidence  of  the 

*  Carter  v.  James j  13  M.  &  W.  137.  But  a  verdiot  and  judgment  are  not  evi- 
ilenco  of  immaterial  matter  involved  in  the  issue :  Shearm  v.  Burnard,  10  Ad. 
&  E.  (37  E.  C.  L.  R.)  593. 

7  Pirn  V.  Curell,  6  M.  &  W.  234.  Therefore,  neither  the  issue  nor  the  nisi 
prius  record  is  evidence,  where  no  judgment  has  been  had :  Holt  v.  Miers,  9  C. 
&  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  191. 

■  See  the  judgment. of  C.  J.  De  Grey,  50  How.  St.  Tr.  355. 

*■  In  Doe  d,  Tatham  v.  Wright y  Lane.  Summer  Ass.  1836,  cor,  Coleridge,  J., 
the  question  was  as  to  the  capacity  of  M,  to  make  a  will :  the  defendant,  claim- 
ing under  a  supposed  will,  tendered  in  evidence  a  decree  in  equity  dismissing  a 
bill  filed  by  the  plaintiff's  lessor,  to  set  aside  the  will  on  the  ground  of  fraud, 
and  influence  exercised  by  the  defendant,  also  an  order  to  try  the  issue  devisaoit 
vel  notij  the  postta  and  verdict  finding  the  devisavit  with  a  view  to  establish  the 
fact  of  the  former  jury  having  so  found.  Coleridge,  J.,  on  a  subsequent  day, 
delivered  his  opinion,  that  though  the  decree  and  postea  were  admissible  evi- 
dence for  the  purpose  of  warranting  the  admission  of  the  evidence  given  on  the 
trial  of  the  former  issue  by  witnesses  since  deceased,  those  documents  were  in- 
admissible to  prove  the  former  verdict  The  decree,  he  observed,  decides 
nothing ;  it  is  not  conclusive  :  the  question  is,  whether  the  verdict  be  admissible 
in  evidence;  as  matter  of  opinion  the  judgment  is  unnecessary  *,  but  it  is  not  con- 
tended that  it  is  unnecessary.  The  judgment,  however,  decides  nothing,  and 
therefore  the  verdict  on  which  it  is  founded  decides  nothing.  The  verdict  is 
not  severable  from  the  decree  as  a  matter  of  common  law  decision,  because 
there  is  no  power  of  reversing  the  judgment  at  common  law;  the  admission, 
therefore,  of  the  former  verdict  as  evidence,  would  tend  only  to  prejudice  the 
inquiry. 

The  defendant's  counsel  afterwards  insisted  that  as  the  postea  was  evidence 
for  one  purpose  he  had  a  right  to  have  the  whole  read,  upon  which  Coleridge, 
J.,  thought  he  was  in  strictness  entitled  to  have  it  read,  and  it  was  read  accord- 
ingly. 

^  See  The  Duchess  of  Kingston's  case,  20  How.  St  Tr.  355. 
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fact.®  A  colonial  judgment  cannot  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  an  action  in 
this  country,  unless  it  would  have  been  conclusive  in  the  colonj,  al- 
though the  judgment  has  been  pronounced  by  a  court  of  error  in  the 
colony,  and  by  the  King  in  Council.*  Neither  will  a  foreign  judg- 
ment be  acted  upon  where  the  proceedings  are  imperfect.*  A  decree 
in  a  foreign  court  of  equity  will  not  support  an  action  where  the 
amount  of  the  sum  due  is  left  indefinite.' 

Fourthly  and  fifthly^  assuming,  then,  that  a  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction  has  adjudicated  directly  upon  a  particular  matter,  the 
next  question  is  as  to  the  application  and  effect  of  that  judgment  in 
proof  of  the  same  disputed  fact.  The  adjudication  is  offered  to  prove 
either,  first,  *the  same  fact  for  the  same  purpose,  that  is,  r-^^nAn-i 
where  the  same  matter  is  again  litigated'  in  a  court  of  con-   ^        -' 

•  Wright  v.  Doe  d.  Tatham^  1  Ad.  &  Ell.  (28  E.  C.  L.  R.)  17,  18. 

«  Plummer  v.  Wbodburney  4  B.  &  C.  (10  E.  C.  L.  R.)  625 ;  Smith  y.  NicolU, 
5  Bing.  N.  C.  (35  E.  C.  L.  R.)  222. 

*  Obicini  v.  Bligh,  8  Biug.  (21  E.  G.  L.  R.)  351,  As  to  whether  a  foreign, 
colonial,  or  Irish  judgment  or  decree,  nojb  in  rem^  is  conclusive^  see  post, 

'  Sadler  v.  Robins,  1  Gamp.  253 ;  and  see  Henley  v.  Soper,  8  B,  &  G.  (15  £. 
C.  L.  R.)  20. 

'  A  judgment  by  default  is  not  evidence  by  way  of  admission,  where  the  same 
cause  is  removed  to  a  higher  court.  Upon  the  removal,  by  habeas  corpus j  of  the 
caase  from  the  inferior  court,  the  defendant  having  suffered  judgment  by 
default,  it  was  held  that  it  was  not  receivable  in  evidence  against  him  as  an 
admission  of  a  cause  of  action ;  upon  the  removal,  both  parties  were  to  be  con- 
sidered as  in  the  same  situation  as  if  no  such  judgment  had  been  given  :  Bot- 
tings  V.  Firby,  9  B.  &  C.  (17  E.  G.  L.  R.)  762.  See  Tidmus  v.  Lees,  5  G.  &  P. 
(24  E.  G.  L.  R.)  233,  where  Lord  Tenterden  received  such  evidence,  but  the 
plaintiff  was  afterwards  nonsuited.  So  a  verdict  on  a  former  trial  is  not  evi- 
dence on  a  new  trial :  Rogers  v.  Ooddard,  2  Show.  255.  But  it  has  been  seen 
that  if  a  party  omit  to  plead  that  which  would  have  been  a  bar  to  the  former 
action,  he  cannot  plead  that  matter  to  an  action  on  the  judgment :  Todd  v. 
Maxfield,  6  B.  &  G.  (13  £.  G.  L.  R.)  105 ;  and  see  aboVe,  p.  324,  note  {z) ;  Hen- 
derson V.  Henderson,  6  Q.  B.  (51  E.  G.  L.  R.)  288,  post,  p.  353.  After  a  com- 
plaint against  the  sheriff  by  motion,  and  special  relief  given,  an  action  is  not 
maintainable  against  him :  Cameron  v.  Reynolds,  Gowp.  403.  A  cessio  bonorum 
in  Scotland  does  not  discharge jthe  party  from  a  contract  in  England :  Phillips 
T.  Allan,  8  B.  &  G.  (15  E.  G.  L.  R.)  477.  Secus,  if  the  plaintiff  be  entitled  to  a 
distributive  share :  Ibid.  In  the  case  of  a  joint  and  several  obligation,  a  judg- 
ment and  execution  without  satisfaction  against  one  is  no  bar :  Lechmere  v. 
FUtcher,  1  Gr.  k  M.  623 ;  Brown  v.  Wooton,  Gro.  J.  73 ;  Gom.  Dig.,  Action,  L. 
4.  Two  being  liable  on  a  contract,  the  Statute  of  Limitations  runs:  one 
promises  to  pay  his  proportion,  a  joint  action  is  brought  against  both,  a  verdict 
ia  foand  against  the  party  so  promising,  and  a  verdict  on  the  general  issue  for 
the  co-defendant ;  on  a  second  action  brought  against  the  former,  on  the  special 
promise,  the  verdict  and  judgment  for  the  co-defendant  are  no  bar :  Lechmere 
▼.  Fletcher^  1  Gr.  &  M.  623. 
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current  Jurisdiction ;  or,  secondly,  to  prove  the  same  fact  for  a  diflfer- 
ent  or  collateral  purpose.  In  the  first  case,  according  to  the  judg- 
ment of  C.  J.  De  Grey,  already  cited,^  the  judgment  is  as  a  plea  a 
bar,  and  as  evidence  conclusive  between  the  same  parties.*  In  order, 
however,  to  make  such  a  judgment  operate  as  a  conclusive  bar  in  a 
civil  action  merely  as  an  estoppel,  it  is  necessary  to  plead  it  as 
*an  estoppel.^  If  a  party  will  not  rely  on  an  estoppel  when 
'-  -^  he  may,  but  takes  issue  on  the  fact,  the  jury  will  not  be 
bound  by  the  estoppel,  for  they  are  to  find  the  truth  of  the  fact.^ 
They  cannot  indeed  find  anything  against  that  which  the  parties  have 
affirmed  and  admitted  on  record,  although  such  admission  be  contrary 
to  the  truth  ;  but  in  other  cases,  though  the  parties  be  estopped  to  say 
the  truth,  the  jury  are  not,  as  in  GoddarcCa  caee^^  where,  in  an  action 
on  a  bond  to  a  deceased  intestate,  the  defendant  pleaded  the  death  of 
the  intestate  before  the  date  of  the  bond,  as  alleged  in  the  declara- 
tion, and  so  concluded  that  the  writing  was  not  his  deed ;  on  which 
issue  was  joined,  and  it  was  held  that  the  jury  were  not  estopped  from 
finding  that  the  bond  was  executed  nine  months  before  it  bore  date, 
and  in  the  lifetime  of  the  intestate. 

In  an  action  on  the  case  for  diverting  water  from  the  plaintiff's  mill, 
the  defendant  gave  in  evidence  the  record  of  a  judgment  in  a  former 
action  between  the  same  parties  for  the  same  cause  of  action,  in  which 
the  defendant  had  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  obtained  a  verdict.  It  was 
contended,  both  at  the  trial  and  afterwards  in  banc,  that  the  plaintiff 
r*3441  ^^S^^  ^  ^^  nonsuited :  but  it  was  held  that  it  *wa8  not  con- 
elusive,  upon  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  although  it  would  have 

^  Vide  supra,  p.  323 ;  20  How.  St.  Tr.  355 ;  Hargr.  Law  Tracts  456 ;  2 
Pothier,  by  Evans,  357 ;  3  Wile.  304. 

>  B.  N.  P.  244;  Stra.  961 ;  4  Co.  44 ;  Gowp.  315 ;  8  T.  R.  620 ;  Burr.  1005. 

^  Com.  Dig.,  tit.  Estoppel,  A. ;  Ouiram  v.  Marewood,  3  East  354 ;  16  East  334. 
A  plaintiff  is  estopped  by  livery  of  seisin,  unless  he  show  by  the  deed  that  the 
delivery  was  conditional:  Co.  Litt.  225;  Litt.  363.  But  the  jury  are  not 
estopped  under  the  general  issue :  Co.  Litt  226 ;  Litt.  366 ;  see  further  Vol.  II., 
tit  Record.  See  the  Digest,  De  Ezceptione  Rei  JadicatSB,  44 ;  tit  1,2.  The 
judgment  not  being  pleaded  is  not  conclusive,  although  the  form  of  action  was 
such  (ejectment)  that  the  defendant  had  no  election:  Doe  denn  Strode  v.  Seaton, 
2  C.  M.  &  R.  728.  But  see  2  Smith's  Lead.  Cas.  444 ;  Magrath  v.  Hard^,  4  Bing. 
N.  C.  (33  E.  C.  L.  R.)  782 ;  Dinue  v.  Grand  Junction  Canal  Co,,  9  Q.  B.  (58 
£.  C.  L.  R.)  517 ;  Freeman  v.  Cooke,  2  Ex.  654. 

^  Vooght  V.  Winch,  2  B.  &  Aid.  662 ;  Bowman  v.  Roetron,  2  Ad.  k  E.  (29  E.  0. 
L.  R.)  295 ;  TVenioan  v.  Lawrence,  Salk.  276 ;  Hannaford  v.  Bunn,  2  Car.  &  P. 
(32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  148 ;  Magrath  v.  Hardy,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  (33  E.  C.  L.  R.)  782. 

*  2  Rep.  4 ;  B.  N.  P.  296.    See  post,  as  to  admissions  on  the  record. 
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been  so,  had  it  been  pleaded  by  way  of  estoppel,  for  the  defendant 
had  elected  that  the'  matter  should  be  considered  by  a  jury  upon 
evidence^  and  it  was  left  open  to  them  to  inquire  into  the  same  upon 
evidence,  and  to  give  their  verdict  upon  the  whole  of  the  evidence 
submitted  to  them.  And  the  case  of  Bird  v.  Randally^  where  Lord 
Mansfield  was  reported  to  have  said  that  a  former  recovery  need  not 
be  pleaded,  but  will  be  a  bar  when  given  in  evidence,  was  denied ; 
and  it  was  said  that  the  judgment  in  a  former  action  for  the  same 
cause  did  not  necessarily  show  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  cause  of 
action.  If  the  matter  had  been  pleaded  it  would  have  operated  as  an 
estoppel ;  but  having  put  it  to  the  jury  to  find  what  the  fact  was,  it 
was  inconsistent  with  the  issue  which  the  defendant  had  joined,  to 
say  that  the  jury  were  estopped  from  going  into  the  inquiry.  He 
might,  however,  use  the  former  verdict  as  evidence,  and  pregnant 
evidence  to  guide  the  jury  who  were  to  try  the  second  cause  to  a 
verdict  in  his  favor ;  but  if,  notwithstanding  the  prior  verdict  and 
judgment,  the  jury  thought  the  case  was  with  the  plaintiff,  they  were 
not  estopped  from  finding  the  verdict  accordingly.^  ^ 

»  3  Burr.  1345. 

^  Vooghi  V.  Winehy  2  B.  &  Aid.  662.  ABsuming  that  the  former  verdict  was 
founded  on  evidenoe  as  to  the  right,  it  is  ezoeedingly  difficult  to  say  what  degree 
of  weight  in  the  scale  is  to  be  attributed  by  the  latter  jury  to  the  opinion  of  the 
former,  without  the  means  of  knowing  the  reasons  which  led  them  to  that  deci> 
sion,  or  how  far  they  are  to  distrust  their  own  judgment,  formed  on  grounds 
which  they  do  know,  in  order  to  embrace  that  formed  on  grounds  which  they 
do  not  know.  The  following  observations  are  taken  from  Douglas  on  Contested 
Elections :  **  It  will  be  remarked  that  the  evidence  of  a  former  verdict  is  gener- 
ally (except  where  it  is  directly  conclusive)  cautiously  to  be  received  by  a  jury 
who  are  to  decide  on  their  own  conscientious  conviction,  and  not  on  that  of  other 
men.  If  there  was  clear  and  full  proof  to  guide  the  opinion  of  a  former  jury, 
another  jury  will  be  satisfied  with  like  proof;  if  the  evidence  before  was  doubtful 
in  its  nature,  no  verdict  will  render  it  otherwise,  while  the  facts  remain  the 
same.  Perhaps  there  is  among  men  in  general  too  great  proneness  to  be  preju- 
diced in  matters  of  fact,  and  e?en  in  points  of  conscience,  by  the  notions  or 
determinations  of  others  who  may  have  been  antecedently  so  prejudiced  them- 
selves, instead  of  attending  to  their  most  solemn  duty,  when  called  by  the  nature 
of  the  subject  to  use  their  own.  On  the  whole,  though  the  verdict  of  one  jury 
may  be  evidence  to  another,  and  that  verdict  may  vary  in  its  real  force,  yet 
generally  it  seems  to  be  evidence  merely  admissible ;  it  is  wisely  limited  by  the 
law  within  very  narrow  boiAids.  In  proof  of  an  ancient  custom  it  is  very 
strong."  See  further  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Record.  In  an  action  for  mesne  profits,  the 
judgment  in  ejectment  is  not,  it  has  been  held,  conclusive  in  evidence :  Doe  v. 
Huddartj  3  C,  M.  &  K.  316  j  see  Bowman  v.  Bostron^  2  Ad.  &  £.  (29  E.  G.  L. 
B.)295. 

*  The  same  doctrine  is  held  in  Connecticut  and  Tennessee :  Church  v.  Leaven- 
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ri^iOAfn  *^^  &1^  cases,  however,  in  considering  the  effect  of  the 
judgment,  regard  must  be  had  to  the  'extent  of  the  matter 
actually  decided  thereby.  A  conviction  of  inhabitants  of  a  parish 
upon  an  indictment  for  not  repairing  a  road  is  conclusive  of  their 
liability  to  repair  it ;  but  an  acquittal  will  not  establish  their  non- 
liability ;  for,  while  the  conviction  is  a  judgment  of  their  liability  to 
repair,  the  acquittal  merely  shows  that  they  were  not  proved  to  be 
then  liable  to  indictment.^^  For  the  same  reason,  an  order  of  sessions 
confirming  an  order  of  removal  is  conclusive  proof  of  the  pauper's 
settlement  at  the  date  of  the  first  order ;  but  such  an  order,  quash- 
ing an  order  of  removal,  merely  shows  that  when  the  latter  order 
was  made  the  appellant  parish  was  not  bound  to  receive  the  pauper.^ 

It  seems  that  an  acquittal  on  an  information  in  rem  in  the  Ex- 
chequer, would  not  be  conclusive  upon  strangers  in  the  same  manner 
as  a  conviction  would  be.' 

The  above  general  rule,  that  a  judgment  by  a  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction  upon  the  same  matter,  between  the  same  parties,  and  for 
the  same  purpose,  is  conclusive,  appears  to  comprehend  not  only  all 
adjudications  by  the  courts  of  this  country,  whether  of  record  or  not, 
r*S4fi1  ^^^  ^^^^  *those  of  foreign  courts.'  It  has,  indeed,  been  sug- 
gested that  the  judgments  of  the  courts  in  this  country, 
which  are  not  of  record,  afford  mere  primd  facie  evidence  of  the 
subject-matter  to  which  they  relate,  and  are  liable  to  be  controverted 
by  opposite  evidence.  This  position  does  not,  however,  seem  to  be 
warranted  by  any  decision,  or  to  be  tenable  upon  principle. 

The  question,  also,  whether  the  judgments  of  foreign  courts,  when 
actions   are  brought   upon    them  here,  are   conclusive,   or  merely 

P  R,  V.  St,  Pancras,  1  Pcake  220. 

<»  R.  V.  Wicky  St.  Lawrence,  5  B.  &  Ad.  (27  E.  C.  L.  R.)  526 ;  5  B.  &  C.  (11  B. 
C.  L.  R.)  511. 

'  B.  N.  P.  245 ;  2  Ph.  Ev.  9th  ed.  38,  39 ;  s.  v.  per  Lord  Kenyon,  Cooke  v. 
Shall,  5  T.  R.  256. 

■  Seo  Sidaway  v.  Hay,  3  6.  &  C.  (10  E.  G.  L.  R.)  12,  where  it  was  held  that  a 
deht  contracted  in  England  was  discharged  under  a  sequestration  in  Scotland, 
issued  under  54  Geo.  III.  c.  137.  But  that  was  on  the  construction  of  the  par- 
ticular statute.  See  further,  Smith  v.  Buchanan,  1  East  6 ;  Potter  v.  Brown,  5 
East  124  5  Pedder  v.  McMaster,  8  T.  R.  609 ;  Quin  v.  Shea,  2  H.  B.  553  j  Jeffery 
V.  McTaggart,  cited  3  B.  &  C.  (10  E.  C.  L.  R.)  22. 

worth,  4  Day  274  j  Canaan  v.  Green  Woods  Turnpike,  1  Conn.  1 ;  Edwards  v. 
McConnell,  Cooke  305 ;  but  in  Virginia,  the  judgment,  in  such  case,  is  held  to 
be  conclusive :  Skdton  v.  Barbour,  2  Wash.  64 ;  Preston  v.  Harvq/,  2  Hen.  & 
Munf.  55.  M. 
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primd  facie  evidence  of  the  debt,  has  been  the  subject  of  considera- 
ble doubt,  but  the  .former  position  seems  to  be  best  supported  both 
by  principle  and  analogy  to  decided  cases.*'  That  the  eyidence  in 
these  cases  is  merely  primd  faeiej  is  a  position  which  rests  chiefly 
on  these  authorities :  in  the  case  of  Walker  v.  Witter^^  which  was  an 
action  on  a  judgment  in  Jamaica,  in  which  it  was  observed  in- 
cidentally^ that  courts  not  of  record,  or  foreign  courts,  or  courts  in 
Wales,  have  not  the  privilege  of  not  having  their  judgments  con- 
troverted ;  the  case  of  Sinclair  y.  Frazer^  which  was  an  action  in 
Scotland  upon  a  judgment  in  Jamaica,  in  which  the  court  required 
evidence  of  the  original  debt,  and  in  which,  upon  appeal  to  the 
House  of  Lords,  it  was  resolved,  that  the  judgment  of  a  court  in 
Jamaica  ought  to  be  received  as  primd  fame  evidence  of  the  debt ; 
also,  a  dictum  of  Eyre,  G.  J.,  in  giving  judgment  in  the  case  of 
JPhiUipi  V.  Hunter ^^  in  which  he  considered  foreign  judgments  as 
matters  *m  paig  and  primd  facie  sufficient  to  raise  a  promise,  r*  047*1 
It  is  to  be  observed,  in  the  first  place,  that  these  authorities 
are  all,  with  a  view  to  this  question,  extra-judicial.  In  Walker  v. 
WittcTj  and  Sinclair  v.  Frazer,  the  only  question  necessary  to  be 
determined  was,  whether,  on  proof  of  a  foreign  judgment  in  his 
favor,  the  plaintiiT  was  entitled  to  recover  against  the  defendant, 
without  entering  into  the  original  consideration  on  which  the  judg- 
ment was  founded;  and  the  question  how  far  such  evidence  was 
controvertible  did  not  arise ;  and  the  case  of  Phillips  v.  Hunter^  was 
decided  against  the  opinion  of  Eyre,  C.  J.,  by  the  three  other 
judges.  Secondly,  the  position  in  Walker  v.  Witter,  and  the  obser- 
vation of  Buller,  J.,  in  support  of  it,  in  a  subsequent  case,^  proceed 
upon  the  supposition  that  no  judgments  are  conclusive  except  those 
of  record  in  this  country];  and  that  the  judgment  of  a  foreign  court 
could  not  be  entitled  to  greater  credit  than  the  judgment  of  a  court 
not  of  record  in  this  country.  But  this  seems  to  be  doubtful,  at  the 
least.  In  the  case  of  Moses  v.  ilfaq/arZaw«,*  which  *has  been 
the  subject  of  strong  animadversion,  on  account  of  its  ten-   ^        ^ 

*  8ee  Martin  r,  NieoUsj  note  (r),  po9t^  p.  352 ;  and  oases,  poat^  p.  353. 

*  1  Doug.  1. 

*  See  Mr.  Evanses  observations,  2  Potfaier,  by  Evans,  349. 
y  Cited  1  Doug.  5.  «  2  H.  B.  402. 

*  Galbraith  v.  Neville,  1  Doug.  R.  6,  n.  2 ;  and  5  East  475. 

*  2  Burr.  1005.     Jllacfarlane  sued  Moses  in  the  Court  of  Conscience,  as  the 

^  See  BUseU  v.  Briggs,  9  Mass.  462 ;  Buttrick  v.  Allen,  8  Id.  273 ;  Winehesier 
▼.  Evans,  Cooke  420  5  KeUy  v.  Hooper's  ExWs.,  3  Yerg.  395.  G. 
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dency  to  unsettle  foundations/  the  coart  fully  admitted  the  general 
doctrine,  that  the  judgment  of  a  competent  tribunal  could  not  be 
overhauled  in  an  original  suit;  and  although  the  judgment,  which 
was  there  insisted  upon  as  final,  was  one  by  the  commissioners  in 
a  court  of  conscience,  it  was  never  contended  that  it  was  not  equally 
conclusive  with  the  judgment  of  a  court  of  record.  So  in  Moody  v. 
Thurstouy^  under  an  Act  for  stating  the  debts  of  the  army,  the  com- 
missioners had  power  to  call  the  officers  and  agents  before  them,  and 
in  case  they  found  money  due  from  one  to  the  other,  to  give  a  cer- 
tificate upon  which  an  action  might  be  brought,  as  upon  a  stated 
account ;  in  an  action  for  money  so  due,  the  plaintiflf  produced  his 
certificate;  the  defendant  tendered  his  accounts,  offering  to  show 
that  no  money  was  due ;  and  he  complained  that  the  commissioners 
had  refused  to  hear  him,  and  made  their  certificate  upon  the  first  sum- 
mons, without  giving  him  time  to  produce  his  accounts:  but  the 
Chief  Justice,  upon  the  trial,  and  the  whole  court  afterwards,  were 
of  opinion  that  the  certificate  was  conclusive.  So,  the  allowance  of 
a  debt  by  the  Commissioners  of  Bankrupts  is  conclusive  evidence.* 
It  is  true  that  in  the  case  of  ffenshatv  v.  Pleasance^*  it  was  doubted 

indorser  of  a  small  bill  of  exchange,  and  recovered  against  him,  in  breach  of  an 
agreement  in  writing  between  them  (which  the  commissioners  of  the  court  re- 
fused to  notice),  that  Moses  should  not  be  liable  nor  prejudiced  by  reason  of  his 
indorsement.  Moses  piud  the  money,  and  brought  an  action  in  the  Ring^s 
Bench  to  recover  it  back,  as  money  had  and  received  to  his  use,  and  did  re- 
cover it.  The  principal  question  was,  whether  money  thus  paid  according  to 
the  sentence  of  the  court  could  be  recovered  in  opposition  to  that  sentence,  as 
money  had  and  received  to  the  plaintiff's  use  ;  and  whether  he  ought  not  to 
have  declared  for  breach  of  the  special  agreement.  It  was  held  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  recover,  for  that  the  commissioners  had  properly  refused  to 
take  notice  of  the  agreement  in  bar  of  the  suit ;  and,  therefore,  that  the  per- 
mitting the  plaintiff  to  recover  money  so  paid,  was  no  impeachment  of  their 
decision;  and  as  it  was  money  which,  under  all  the  circumstances,  was  justly 
due  to  the  plaintiff,  it  might  be  recovered  in  that  form  of  action.  This  decision 
has  created  great  dissatisfaction,  and  the  objections  to  it  were  stated  with  great 
force  and  perspicuity  by  Lord  C.  J.  Eyre,  in  giving  his  opinion  in  Phillips  ▼. 
Hunter  J  2  H.  6.  402,  who  observed,  that  it  was  beyond  his  comprehension  how 
the  same  judgment  could  create  a  duty  for  the  recoveror,  upon  which  he  might 
have  debt,  and  a  duty  against  him  upon  which  money  had  and  received  would 
lie :  see  2  Smith's  L.  C.  238. 

"  See  the  observations  of  Eyre,  G.  J.,  in  Phillips  v.  Hunter^  2  H.  Bla.  402 ; 
see  also  Brovm  v.  McKinnally^  I  Esp.  C.  279 ;  Marriott  v.  Hampton^  7  T.  R. 
269 ;  6  Smith's  L.  0.  237 ;  2  Pothier,  by  Evans,  350 ;  De  Medina  v.  Orove,  10  Q. 
B.  (99  E.  C.  L.  R.)  152. 

A  Str.  481.  «  Brovm  v.  BuUen,  1  Doug.  407. 

'2W.  Bl.  1174. 
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whether  a  condemnation  by  commissioners  of  excise  was  conclusive 
evidence  in  justification  of  the  officer  who  seized  the  goods,  because 
it  was  not  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  record.  But  *in  the  case  r:ic04Q-| 
of  Moberts  v.  ForUme^^  it  was  held  by  Lee,  C.  J.,  that  such 
an  adjudication,  although  not  of  record,  was  final.  So,  the  judgments 
of  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts'^  and  Admiralty  Courts,^  although  not  of 
record,  are  frequently  conclusive.^  So,  the  decision  of  a  private  arbi- 
trator,  to  whom  the  parties  have  referred  theniBelves,  is  binding 
upon  the  subject-matter.^  These  are  instances  in  which  the  adjudi- 
cation, though  not  of  record,  is  final.  A  matter  is  not  less  reB  adju- 
dicata  because  it  is  not  of  record,  that  is,  because  it  is  not  preserved 
and  authenticated  in  a  particular  manner ;  and  when  it  has  been  es- 
tablished as  a  legal  judgment  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  it 
seems  to  be  equally  entitled  to  consideration."^    The  principle   on 

«  1  Hargr.  Law  Tracts  446.  >»  Da  Costa  v.  Villa  Beat,  Str.  961. 

*  Post  Admiralty  Decisions. 

^  In  the  case  of  GaJ^an  v.  Maingay,  cited  2  Evans's  Pothier,  p.  353,  the  Lord 
Chancellor  (of  Ireland)  observed  that  the  Ecclesiastical  and  Admiralty  Courts 
are  not  courts  of  record,  and  that,  sitting  in  a  court  of  law,  he  was  not  at  liberty 
to  enter  into  the  examination  of  the  justice  or  injustice  of  any  judgment  of  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  unless  it  came  before  him  by  a  writ  of  error. 

'  Doe  V.  BosseTj  3  East  11  ;  Barrett  v.  Wilson,  1  C,  M.  &  R.  586 ;  Johnson  v. 
Durant,  2  B.  &  Ad.  (22  £.  0.  L.  R.)  930 ;  Jupp  v.  Grayson,  1  C,  M.  &  R.  523. 

>■  Stockdale  v.  Hansard,  9  Ad.  &  E.  (36  E.  G.  L.  R.)  62,  et  seq.  It  will  be  seen 
that  decisions  by  justices  of  the  peace  by  virtue  of  a  summary  jurisdiction  are 
conclusive  on  an  action  brought,  and  that  the  propriety  of  such  decisions  cannot 
be  questioned.  See  Vol.  II.,  tit^/tiSTiCEs.  In  the  case  of  Guinness  v.  Carroll, 
1  B.  &  Ad.  (20  £.  G.  L.  R.)  459,  an  action  having  been  brought  upon  an  Irish 
jadgment,  the  attempt  was  made  to  unravel  the  former  proceedings,  but  the 
ease  was  decided  on  a  collateral  ground.  It  is  observable,  however,  that  on  the 
ease  of  Buchanan  v.  Bueker,  9  East  192,  being  cited  as  an  authority  to  warrant 
such  inquiry,  Lord  Tenterden  observed,  that  in  that  case  the  proceedings  showed 
that  judgment  had  been  given  by  default  upon  summonses  not  personally 
served,  where  it  did  not  appear  that  the  defendant  ever  had  been  summoned. 
The  cases  o£Amott  v.  Bedfem,  3  Bing.  (11  E.  C.  L.  R.)  353,  and  of  Douglas  v. 
Forrest,  4  Bing.  ( 13  E.  G.  L.  R.)  686,  were  also  cited  on  the  same  side.  But  in 
the  former,  Best,  G.  J.,  in  giving  judgment,  observed  that  it  was  not  necessary 
to  consider  whether  the  judgment  (of  a  Scottish  court)  could  be  impeached 
here ;  and  in  the  latter,  the  question  was,  not  whether  the  former  judgment 
could  be  examined  into  with  a  view  to  the  merits,  but  only  whether  the  process^ 
of  the  Scotch  court,  in  which  the  judgment  had  been  pronounced,  was  sufficient 
to  make  the  judgment  binding  on  the  defendant.  In  the  case  of  Barnes  v. 
mnekler,  2  C.  &  P.  (12  £.  G.  L.  R.)  345,  the  plaintiff  having  sued  for  his  debt 
in  the  county  court,  and  the  plaint  having  been  dismissed  on  the  merits,  it  was 
held  that  he  might  still  sue  in  a  superior  court  for  the  same  demand ;  that  the 
former  proceedings  would  not  be  conclusive  against  him,  but  were  for  the  con- 
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r*3501  *^^^^^  ^^^  conclusive  qaalitj  of  judgmenta,  decrees  or  sen- 
tences depends,  applies  just  as  much  to  foreip;n  judgments 
attempted  to  be  enforced  here,  as  to  anj  other.  '  Judgments  of  in- 
ferior courts  in  this  country,  do  not  differ  in  that  respect  from  re- 
corded judgments ;  and  if  the  mere  circumstance  of  their  being 
foreign  made  any  difference,  the  objection  would  equally  apply  to  all 
foreign  judgments,  and  consequently  the  sentences  of  foreign  courts 
of  Admiralty  would  not  be,  as  they  are,  condusive  here.  The  prin- 
ciple upon  which  a  judgment  is  admissible  at  all  is,  that  the  point 
has  already  been  decided  in  a  suit  between  parties  or  their  privies, 
by  some  competent  authority,  which  renders  future  litigation  useless 
and  vexatious.  If  this  principle  extends  to  foreign  as  well  as  domes- 
tic judgments,  as  it  plainly  does,  why  is  it  to  be  less  operative  in  the 
former  than  in  the  latter  case  ?  If  it  does  not  embrace  foreign 
judgments,  how  can  they  be  evidence  at  all?  By  admitting  that 
such  judgments  are  evidence  at  all,  the  application  of  the  principle 
is  conceded.  Why,  then,  is  its  operation  to  be  limited,  as  if  the  for- 
eign tribunal  had  heard  nothing  more  than  ex  parte  statement  and 
proof?  Lord  C.  J.  Eyre  lays  stress  on  the  circumstance,  that  the 
judgment  is  voluntarily  submitted  by  the  party  who  claims  the  benefit 
of  it,  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court ;  but  so  it  is  in  every  case  where 
a  party  claims  the  benefit  of  such  a  judgment ;  for  no  one  is 
compelled  to  avail  himself  of  a  judgment;  and  it  can  make  no 
r^or-t-i  difference  whether  he  attempts  '''to  enforce  it  as  plaintiff,  or 
as  matter  of  defence;  for  it  could  scarcely  be  contended 
that  a  judgment  was  merely  primd  facie  evidence  for  a  plaintiff  who 
endeavored  to  recover  the  debt,  but  that  it  was  conclusive  in  his 
favor  when  he  used  it  by  way  of  set-off.  In  the  case  of  Galbraith  v. 
Neville^  Lord  Kenyon  expressed  strong  doubts  as  to  the  doctrine  ad- 
vanced in  Walker  v.  Witter;  and  it  appears  that  ultimately'  the 
court  refused  a  new  trial,  being  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  was  at 
all  events  primd  facie  evidence  of  debt,  without  entering  into  the 
question  how  far  it  was  impeachable.  In  Houlditch  v.  Marquis  of 
Donegal^  where  the  creditors  of  a  person  resident  in  Ireland,  filed  a 
bill  in  the  English  Court  of  Chancery,  and  obtained  a  decree  for  an 
account,  &c.,  and  afterwards  (the  property  of  the  debtor  lying  chiefly 

sideration  of  the  jury,  as  something  might  have  occurred  in  the  county  court 
which  was  not  brought  before  the  jury  in  the  second  action.  But  see  the  case 
of  Huxham  v.  Smithy  2  Camp.  19,  infra,  359. 

»*  5  East  475,  n. 

*»  2  CI.  &  Fin.  470. 


FOREIGN    JUDGMENTS,    WHEN    CONCLUSIVE.  851 

in  Ireland)  filed  a  bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  there,  praying  to 
have  the  full  benefit  of  the  proceedings  in  the  English  suit,  the  Court 
of  Chancery  in  Ireland  having  dismissed  such  bill  as  for  want  of 
jurisdiction :  it  was  held,  upon  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  that 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland  was  erroneous, 
that  the  proceedings  in  the  English  Court  of  Chancery  were  in 
the  nature  of  a  foreign  judgment,  and  were  to  be  treated  as  such  in 
Ireland,  namely,  as  primd  fade  evidence  of  right  in  the  party  who 
had  obtained  the  judgment,  and  therefore  to  be  enforced  by  the 
court  there.  It  will  be  observed  that  in  this  case  the  question  was, 
not  whether  the  judgment  in  the  English  Court  was  conclusive,  or 
only  primd  fade  evidence,  but  whether  the  Irish  Court  had  any 
jurisSiction  in  the  matter  at  all.  Hence  it  can  hardly  be  considered 
as  an  authority,  that  foreign  judgments  are  merely  primd  fade 
evidence,  and  not  conclusive  as  to  the  matters  decided  by  them. 

Upon  an  action  of  covenant,**  for  not  indemnifying  *the  r*qc9-| 
plaintiff  against  partnership  debts  due  from  a  dissolved  firm, 
in  which  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  partners,  the  plaintiff 
proved  a  decree  in  the  Court  of  Grenada  against  himself  and  the 
defendant,  for  a  partnership  debt,  on  which  a  sequestration  issued 
against  the  plaintiff's  property,  by  which  he  was  compelled  to  pay 
the  debt.  Upon  the  trial  the  defendant  offered  to  prove  that  the 
account  had  been  incorrectly  taken ;  but  Lord  Ellenborough  rejected 
the  evidence,  on  the  ground  that  the  foreign  court,  being  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction,  must  be  taken  to  have  decided  rightly  ;  and 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench  afterwards  refused  a  rule  nid  for  a  new 
trial.  The  case  of  Burrows  v.  Jemino^  is  direct  to  show  that  foreign 
judgments  are  conclusive.  In  that  case  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  resid- 
ing at  Leghorn,  having  been  discharged  of  his  acceptance,  according 
to  the  laws  there,  by  the  failure  of  the  drawer,  instituted  a  suit  there, 
and  had  his  acceptance  vacated  by  a  decree  of  the  court ;  and  being 
afterwards  sued  in  England  upon  the  same  bill,  he  applied  to  the 
Court  of  Chancery  for  an  injunction,  which  was  granted  on  the  broad 

»  TarUton  v.  TarUtoUy  4  M.  &  S.  20.     See  Mdlont/  v.  Gibbons,  2  Cam.  502. 

«  Sfcr.  733.  In  the  case  of  Plummer  v.  Woodbume,  4  B.  &  C.  (10  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
625,  it  was  held  that  a  plea  alleging  a  judgment  in  a  colonial  court  for  the  same  * 
cause  of  action,  was  a  bad  plea,  for  not  showing  that  such  a  judgment  would 
have  been  conclusive  in  the  colony :  but  it  seems  to  have  been  assumed  that  the 
judgment,  if  shown  to  be  conclusive  in  the  colony,  would  also  be  conclusive 
here. 
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ground  that  the  sentence  of  a  court   of  competent  jurisdiction  is 
conclusive.* 

r*3581       ^^  ^^^  more  recent  case  of  Martin  v.  Nicholbj'  a  bill  *for 
a  discovery  and  commission  to  examine  witnesses  in  Antigua, 

'  3  Sim.  458.    This  decision  has  been  confirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords  in 

^  Before  the  ratification  of  the  confederation  of  the  United  States  all  the  courts 
of  the  several  provinces,  colonies  or  States  were  at  common  law  deemed  to  be 
foreificu  to  each  other  ;  and  judgments  rendered  by  any  one  of  them  were  con- 
sidered by  the  others  as  foreign  judgments.  Per  Parsons,  C.  J.,  9  Mass.  464, 
465.  By  that  ratification  the  several  States  agreed  that  full  faith  and  credit 
should  be  given,  in  each  of  the  States,  to  the  records,  acts  and  judicial  proceed- 
ings of  the  courts  and  magistrates  of  every  other  State.  Afterwards  a  similar 
provision  was  made  in  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.  It  seems  t^  have 
been  the  intention  of  the  government  of  the  United  States  to  place  judgment  re- 
covered in  any  of  the  State  courts,  on  better  ground  than  judgments  rendered 
in  any  other  country.  On  any  other  supposition,  the  first  section  of  the  fourth 
article  of  the  Constitution  would  seem  to  be  utterly  illusory  and  useless :  7 
Cranch  485 ;  Peters  C.  C.  78 ;  9  Mass.  466 ;  Hardin  413.  It  must  therefore  have 
been  the  understanding  of  the  framers  of  the  confederation  and  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, that  when  a  party  to  a  foreign  judgment  sought  to  enforce  it  by  action  in 
the  American  courts  (for  in  such  case  only  are  the  merits  of  a  foreign  judg- 
ment ever  re-examined,  3  Johns.  169,  per  Kent,  C.  J.),  it  was  not  conclusive 
evidence ;  and  that  the  defendant  might  impeach  it.  And  since  the  organiza- 
tion of  the  federal  government  under  the  Constitution  these  courts  seem 
uniformly  to  have  had  the  same  understanding  of  the  law.  No  case  has  been 
found  in  which  this  point  has  been  directly  adjudicated  ;  but  it  is  asserted  or 
assumed  in  the  cases  above  referred  to,  and  in  the  following  among  many 
others,  viz. :  Buttrick  et  ux,  v.  Allen,  8  Mass.  274  j  Taylor  v.  Briden,  8  Johns. 
173 ;  Hitchcock  et  ah  v.  Aicken,  1  Caines  460 ;  King  v.  Van  Gilder,  1  Chip.  59 ; 
CurtU  V.  Oibbs,  1  Penna,  400 ;  Winchester  v.  Evans,  Cooke  429. 

The  construction  of  the  above-mentioned  clause  in  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  in  connection  with  the  statute  of  1790,  has  heretofore  been  contra- 
dictory in  the  different  States ;  but  whenever  a  judgment  of  one  State  court, 
when  sued  in  that  of  another,  has  been  held  to  be  only  prima  facie  evidence,  it 
has  been  on  the  ground  that  such  judgment  is  to  be  regarded  as  foreign.  It 
may  therefore  probably  be  affirmed  with  safety,  that  in  the  United  States,  a 
foreign  judgment  in  contradistinction  to  a  judgment  of  a  sister  State  is  not  re- 
garded as  conclusive,  but  that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  same  defence  as 
in  the  original  cause. 

Since  the  decision  in  Mills  v.  Duryee,  7  Cranch  481,  and  Hampton  v.  McCon- 
nel,  3  Wheat.  234,  it  must  be  considered  as  settled  definitely,  that  a  judgment 
of  one  State  has  the  same  validity  and  effect  in  another  as  in  the  State  where  it 
was  rendered ;  and  that  in  an  action  to  enforce  it,  no  plea  is  allowable,  which, 
in  a  similar  action,  would  be  rejected  in  the  latter  State.  Whether  fraud, 
want  of  jurisdiction,  &o.,  may  be  pleaded  to  such  judgment,  is  still  an  open 
question  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States:  3  Wheat  23  note;  15 
Johns.  144.  But  it  has  been  decided  affirmatively  in  numerous  cases  in  the 
State  courts :  MitcheU  v.  Osgood,  4  Qreenl.  124 ;  see  next  note.  M. 
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in  aid  of  the  plaintiff's  defepce  to  an  action  brought  on  a  foreign 
judgment  in  this  country,  was  held  demurrable,  on  the  broad  prin- 
ciple that  the  grounds  of  a  foreign  judgment  cannot  be  reconsidered 
in  the  courts  of  this  country .'  In  Henderson  v.  ffendersoriy*  which 
was  an  action  on  a  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Newfoundland, 
pleas  alleging  that  the  plaintiff  there  sued  as  widow  of  H.  in  right 
of  ff.,  without  showing  any  right  of  representation  to  him ;  and 
also  a  set-off  from  JT*.  or  his  estate  due  to  defendant,  were  held  bad, 
on  the  ground  that  these  matters  would  have  constituted  a  defence 
in  the  colonial  court,  and  whatever  constituted  such  defence  ought 
there  to  have  been  relied  on:  that  in  Smith  v.  Nicolls  no  opinion 
was  intimated  that  the  question  decided  by  the  colonial  court  was 
open  to  examination  in  an  action  on  its  judgment  here ;  circum- 
stances might  indeed  exist  which  would  render  it  inequitable  to 
claim  the  sum  decreed,  but  the  remedy  for  that  was  by  application 
to  the  Court  of  Chancery.  And  so,  in  The  Bank  of  Australasia  y. 
NiaSy^  which  was  an  action  on  a  judgment  obtained  in  New  South 
Wales,  the  court  held  that  whateyer  might  haye  been  pleaded  to  the 
original  action  could  not  be  pleaded  here.  That  how  far  it  would 
be  permitted  to  a  defendant  to  impeach  the  competency  or  integrity 
of  a  *foreign  court,  from  which  there  was  no  appeal,  it  was 
unnecessary  to  inquire,  for  here  there  was  an  appeal,  and    ^        ^ 

Ricardo  v.  Garcias,  12  01.  &  F.  368,  where  to  a  bill  in  Chancery,  seeking  an 
account  respecting  a  loan  transaction,  a  plea  that  the  plaintiff  impleaded  some 
of  the  defendants  before  the  French  tribunals,  which  gave  judgment  for  them, 
and  that  the  matters  so  adjudicated  upon  were  the  same  as  those  put  in  issue 
'  by  the  bill,  was  held  upon  demurrer  to  be  a  good  answer ;  and  Lord  Campbell 
said,  **I  was  clearly  of  opinion  that  a  foreign  judgment  might  be  pleaded  as  res 
Judicata,  because  the  foreign  tribunal  has  clearly  jurisdiction  over  the  matter, 
and  both  parties  having  been  regularly  brought  before  the  foreign  tribunal, 
and  that  tribunal  having  adjudged  between  them,  I  think  that  such  a  judgment 
would  be  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  suit  in  this  country  for  the  same  cause/' 

•  In  Smith  v.  NieoUs,  5  Bing.  N.  C  (35  £.  C.  L.  R.)  220,  Martin  v.  Nicolls 
having  been  cited,  among  other  authorities,  in  argument,  Tindal,  C.  J.,  ob- 
served :  "  Great  doubts  formerly  existed,  and  some  degree  of  doubt  still  exists, 
whether  a  judgment  so  recovered  is  conclusive  between  the  parties,  or  whether 
the  matter  may  be  opened  and  agitated  in  this  country.'^  In  that  case  the 
ooart  held  that  the  original  cause  of  action  (trover)  was  not  merged  by  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Sierra  Leone ;  and  see  the  observations  in  Houlditch 
▼.  Marquu  o/Donigal,  2  CI.  &  F.  470. 

« 6  Q.  B.  (51  £.  C.  L.  R.)  288.  And  see  Ferguson  v.  Mahon,  11  Ad.  &  £.  (39 
B.  C.  L.  R.)  179. 

■  20  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  284. 
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that  was  the  proper  mode  of  setting  aside  an  erroneons  judgment, 
and  not  by  re>trjing  the  cause  and  submitting  the  same  questions  to 
a  jury. 

Hence  it  would  seem  that  the  decisions  of  foreign  courts,  which 
being  apparently  regular,  and  pronounced  on  matters  within  the  scope 
of  their  jurisdiction,  aire  conclusive  abroad,  are  also  conclusive  in  this 
country ;  and  the  court  here  will  presume  that  the  foreign  court  had 
jurisdiction,^  and  that  its  proceedings  were  regular.*  In  some  in- 
stances a  foreign  judgment  is  sought  to  be  taken  advantage  of  as  a 
defence  '/  if  intended  to  be  relied  on  as  an  estoppel,  it  must  be  pleaded 
as  such  ;'  for  should  it  merely  be  given  in  evidence,  it  will  not  be  con- 
clusive, however  cogent. 

Where,  however,  a  foreign  judgment  has  proceeded  upon  some  error 
apparent  on  the  face  of  the  judgment,  it  is  impeachable  on  that  ground. 
In  the  case  of  Novelli  v.  Rossi^^  the  defendant,  in  answer  to  proof  of 
a  debt  due  by  him  to  the  plaintiff,  showed  that  he  had  indorsed  two 
bills  to  the  plaintiff,  of  which  the  defendant  himself  was  also  the  in- 
dorsee ;  that  the  acceptance  on  these  bills  had,  on  presentment  for 
payment,  been  cancelled  by  the  banker's  clerk,  who  immediately  wrote 
opposite  to  them,  ^'cancelled  by  mistake;"  that  the  plaintiflf  after- 
wards took  up  the  bills,  and  returned  them  regularly  protested  to  the 
defendant,  who  applied,  without  success,  to  the  prior  parties  for  pay- 
ment ;  that  a  suit  having  been  instituted  by  him  in  a  French  court, 
P^nre-i  the  court,  and  afterwards  a  court  to  *which  the  plaintiff  had 
appealed,  adjudged  that  the  defendant  was  discharged  from 
the  bills,  on  the  ground  that  tbe  cancelling  of  the  bills  operated  as  a 
suspension  of  the  legal  remedies  against  the  acceptor,  and  was  equiv- 
alent to  a  delay  granted  to  him  by  the  holder,  with  whom  the  plaintiff 
was  indentified.  It  was  contended  that  this  decree  was  conclusive, 
but  the  court  held,  that  as  it  appeared  that  the  French  courts  had 
mistaken  the  law  of  England  as  to  the  effect  of  the  cancellation,^  the 
defendant  was  still  liable.     The  courts  of  England  will  not,  however, 

"  Robertson  v.  Struth,  5  Q.  B.  (48  E.  C.  L.  R.)  Ml. 

*  Cowans,  Braidwoodj  1  M.  &  G.  (39  £.  G.  L.  R.)  882;  Henderson  v.  Hender- 
son, ubi  supra. 

7  Ricardo  v.  GarciaSy  ubi  supra, 

■  General  Steam  Navigation  Co,  v.  Guillouj  11  M.  &  W.  877.    And  see  also  2 
Smith's  L.  C,  notes  to  Duchess  of  Kingston's  case,  449. 

*  2  B.  &  Ad.  (22  £.  0.  L.  R.)  757 ;  see  also  the  observations  of  Lord  Ellen- 
borough  in  Buchanan  v.  Rucker,  1  Camp.  63. 

'^  As  to  this  point,  see  also  Raper  v.  Birbeck,  15  East  17 ;  Wilkinson  v.  John- 
son, 3  B.  &  G.  (10  £.  G.  L.  R.)  428. 
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for  obvious  reasons,  set  aside  the  judgment  of  a  court  of  a  foreign 
country,  for  a  mistake  of  the  law  of  that  country,  unless  the  error  be 
very  manifest/  So  if  the  foreign  judgment  be  contrary  to  the  law  of 
nations  it  may  be  impeached  ;^  and  if  it  be  so  defective  that  it  is  not 
clear  what  point,  or  whether  any,  was  decided,  it  cannot  have  any  effect 
as  evidence.* 

The  proceedings  upon  which  a  foreign  judgment  has  been  obtained, 
are  also,  to  a  certain  extent,  open  to  examination,  for  the  purpose  of 
ascertaining  whether  the  judgment  has  been  fairly  obtained,  and  pro- 
nounced by  proper  authority,  in  a  case  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court. 

Thus,  the  judgment  is  not  binding  if' the  court  be  constituted  by 
persons  interested  in  the  matter  in  dispute.'  So,  where  the  plaintiff 
declared  in  assumpsit  on  a  foreign  judgment  in  the  island  of  Tobago,^ 
and  upon  the  trial  a  copy  of  the  proceedings  and  judgment  was  pro- 
duced, from  which  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  had  been  p^qc/»t 
summoned  *by  nailing  up  a  copy  of  the  declaration  at  the  ^  ^ 
court-house  door,  upon  which  judgment  was  afterwards  given  by  de^ 
fault,  and  no  evidence  was  given  that  the  defendant  had  ever  been 
present  in  the  colony,  or  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  colonial 
court,  Lord  Elleuborough  nonsuited  the  plaintiff,  and  a  rule  of  nisi 
for  a  new  trial  was  afterwards  refused.^  So  in  the  case  of  Cavan  v. 
Stewart,^  Lord  Ellenborough  held  that  a  party  here  was  not  bound  by 
a  colonial  judgment,  unless  it  appeared  that  he  had  been  summoned, 
or  it  was  proved  that  he  had  been  once  resident  upon  the  island ;  and 
that  it  was  not  sufficient  that  he  was  described  as  an  absentee  on  the 

•  Becquet  v.  McCariyh,  2  B.  &  Ad.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  957  ;  Alivon  v.  Fumival, 
1  C,  M.  &  R.  293.  Or  unless  it  be  clear  that  the  grounds  do  not  warrant  the 
decision  :  Calvert  v.  BoviU,  7  T.  R.  523 ;  Pollard  v.  Bell,  8  T.  R.  434. 

*  Baring  v.  Clagett,  3  B.  &  P.  201  j   Wolff  v.  Oxholm,  6  M.  &  S.  92. 

•  Obicini  v.  Bligh,  8  Bing.  (21  £.  C.  L.  R.)  335. 
'  Price  V.  Dewhursty  8  Sim.  279. 

*  Buchanan  y.  Backer ^  9  East  192.  And  see  Lord  Tenterden's  observation  on 
this  case  in  Gruinness  v.  Carroll,  1  B.  &  Ad.  (20  £.  C.  L.  R.)  461. 

^  It  appeared  that,  by  a  law  of  the  colony,  if  a  defendant  be  absent  from  the 
island,  and  have  no  attorney,  manager,  or  overseer  there,  such  mode  of  sum- 
moning should  be  deemed  good  service.  But  the  oourt  held,  1st,  That  the  law 
applied  to  those  only  who  had  once  been  present  upon  the  island  *,  and  2dly, 
That  if  its  terms  could  be  construed  to  extend  to  those  who  had  never  been 
present,  the  law  could  not  be  operative  upon  them.  And  see  Douglas  v.  For- 
rest, 4  Bing.  (13  £.  G.  L.  R.)  686 ;  Frankland  v.  McGusly,  1  Knapp.  Pr.  C.  C. 
274;  OMeini  v.  Bligh,  8  Bing.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  335. 

>  1  Stark.  0.  (2  £.  C.  L.  R.)  525. 
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face  of  the  proceedings.  And  in  the  case  of  Fergu9(m  v.  Mekong 
which  was  an  action  of  debt  upon  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  in  Ireland,  obtained,  as  it  appeared  from  the  defendant's 
plea,  behind  the  back  of  the  defendant,  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  in  de* 
livering  the  judgment  of  the  court,  observed,  ^'  It  was  argued,  that 
if  the  judgment  was  in  fact  open  to  the  objection  urged  upon  the 
plea,  it  was  irregular  only,  and  might  have  been  set  aside  upon  ap- 
plication to  the  court  in  which  it  was  recovered ;  and  that  we  were 
bound  to  respect  it  as  a  valid  judgment,  so  long  as  it  stood  unreversed. 
This  argument  puts  an  Irish  judgment,  in  this  respect,  on  the  same 
footing  precisely  as  a  judgment  recovered  in  one  of  the  superior 
courts  of  this  country ;  but,  although  a  record  for  certain  purposes, 
the  inquiry  is  still  open,  not  indeed  into  the  merits  of  the  action^  or 
r*^^71  ^^^  propriety  of  the  decision^  *but  whether  the  judgment 
passed  under  such  circumstances  as  to  show  that  the  court 
had  properly  jurisdiction  over  the  party ;  and  when  it  appears,  as 
here,  that  the  defendant  has  never  had  notice  of  the  proceeding,  or 
been  before  the  court,  it  is  impossible  for  us  to  allow  the  judgment 
to  be  made  the  foundation  of  an  action  in  this  country.  *'^ 

*  11  Ad.  &  E.  (39  E.  C.  L.  R.)  179. 

'  In  the  case  of  BisseU  v.  Briggs,  9  Mass.  462,  Parsons,  G.  J.,  says,  if  a  foreign 
judgment  be  produced  by  a  party,  to  obtain  the  execution  of  it  here,  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  rendering  it  is  still  open  to  inquiry.  And  if  a  defect  of 
jurisdiction  should  appear,  the  party  producing  the  judgment  must  fail,  without 
any  inquiry  into  its  merits.  Neither  the  Federal  Constitution  nor  the  Act  of 
Congress  (1790)  had  any  intention  of  enlarging,  restraining,  or  in  any  manner 
operating  upon  the  jurisdiction  of  the  legislatures  or  of  the  courts,  of  any  of 
the  United  States.  The  jurisdiction  remains  as  it  was  before ;  and  the  public 
Acts,  records  and  judicial  proceedings  contemplated,  and  to  which  full  faith 
and  credit  are  to  be  given,  are  such  as  were  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State 
whence  they  shall  be  taken.  Whenever,  therefore,  a  record  of  a  judgment  of 
any  court  of  any  State  is  produced  as  conclusive  evidence,  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  rendering  it  is  open  to  inquiry ;  and  if  it  should  appear  that  the 
court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  cause,  no  faith  or  credit  whatever  wiU  be  given 
to  the  judgment.  And  upon  the  same  principle,  if  a  court  of  any  State  should 
render  judgment  against  a'man  not  within  the  State,  nor  amenable  to  the  juris- 
diction of  its  courts,  if  that  judgment  should  be  produced  in  any  other  State 
against  the  defendant,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  might  be  inquired  into; 
and  if  a  want  of  jurisdiction  appeared,  no  credit  would  be  given  to  the  judg- 
ment. 

In  order  to  entitle  the  judgment  rendered  in  any  court  of  the  United  States  to 
the  full  faith  and  credit  mentioned  in  the  Federal  Constitution,  the  court  most 
have  had  jurisdiction,  not  only  of  the  cause,  but  of  the  parties,  A  debtor  living 
in  one  State  may  have  goods,  effects  or  credits  in  another,  where  the  creditor 
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Irregularity  will  not,  however,  be  presumed,  and  the  party  seeking 
to  obviate  the  effect  of  a  foreign  judgment  must  clearly  show  it  to  be 

resides ;  and  such  creditor  may  there  attach  those  goods,  &c.,  pursuant  to  the 
laws  of  that  State  in  the  hands  of  the  bailiff,  factor,  trustee  or  garnishee  of 
his  debtor,  and  on  judgment,  those  goods,  &c.,  may  lawfully  be  applied  to 
satisfy  the  judgment.  If  however  those  goods,  &o.,  are  insuflScient  to  satisfy 
the  judgment,  and  the  creditor  should  sue  an  action  on  that  judgment  in  the 
State  where  the  debtor  resides,  he  must  fail ;  because  the  defendant  was  not 
personally  amenable  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  rendering  the  judgment. 
And  if  the  defendant,  after  the  service  of  the  process  of  foreign  attachment, 
should  either  in  person  have  gone  into  the  State  or  constitute  an  attorney,  so  as 
to  protect  his  goods,  &c.,  from  the  effect  of  the  attachment,  he  would  not  thereby 
have  given  the  court  jurisdiction  of  his  person  *,  since  the  jurisdiction  must 
result  from  the  service  of  the  foreign  attachment.  Under  the  articles  of  con- 
federation it  was  decided  in  Pennsylvania  that  a  judgment  obtained  by  default 
in  a  court  of  another  State,  without  actual  notice,  and  upon  a  mere  nominal 
attachment  of  the  defendant's  property,  was  not  conclusive  evidence  in  a  suit 
on  such  judgment:  Phelps  v.  Halker^  1  Ball.  261.  And  in  Connecticut,  in  an 
action  of  debt  on  a  judgment  similarly  obtained,  the  court,  on  demurrer,  decided 
for  the  defendant,  on  the  ground  that  the  court  which  rendered  the  judgment 
had  no  jurisdiction :  Kibbe  v.  Kibbe,  Rirby  119.  And  since  the  adoption  of  the 
constitution  it  has  repeatedly  been  decided  in  New  York  that  an  action  cannot 
be  sustained  on  a  judgment  recovered  in  another  State,  in  a  suit  commenced  by 
an  attachment  of  goods  without  any  personal  summons  or  actual  notice  to  the 
defendant,  such  j\idgment  not  being  even  primd  facie  evidence,  but  wholly 
void :  KUburn  v.  Woodworthj  5  Johns.  37 ;  Robinson  v.  Ward's  Exrs,,  8  Johns. 
86 ;  Fenton  v.  Garlicky  8  Johns.  194 ;  Pawling  et  ux,  v.  Wilson  et  al,,  13  Johns. 
192;  see  also  Borden  v.  Fitch j  15  Johns.  121,  where  this  subject  is  very  fully 
discussed.  The  same  doctrine  is  held  in  New  Hampshire :  Therber  v.  Black- 
bumej  I  N.  H.  242.  (And  Connecticut :  Aldrich  v.  Kinn^,  4  Conn.  380. — I.) 
A  judgment  thus  obtained  in  another  State  is  held  in  Pennsylvania,  Kentucky 
and  Vermont  to  be  primd  facie  evidence  but  subject  to  inquiry  and  impeach- 
ment: Betts  V.  Death,  Addis.  265;  Rogers  v.  Coleman  et  ux.,  Hardin  413;  see 
also  Price  v.  Higgins,  1  Litt.  274 ;  King  v.  Van  Gilder j  1  Chip.  59.  In  Ten- 
nessee, it  is  held  that  the  decree  of  a  court  of  equity  of  another  State  may  be 
examined  and  relief  afforded,  if  it  appears  that  the  defendant  had  not  proper 
notice :  Glasgow  v.  Lawtherj  Cooke  464 ;  see  also  Winchester  v.  Jackson,  1  Hayw. 
316.  In  an  action  in  Connecticut  on  a  judgment  recovered  in  Massachusetts, 
where  the  defendant  pleaded  that  at  the  time  the  former  suit  was  commenced, 
he  was  not  an  inhabitant  of  Massachusetts,  nor  resident,  nor  had  property  there, 
the  plea  was  held  bad  because  it  did  not  deny  notice :  Smith  v.  Rhoads,  1  Day 
168.  It  follows  perhaps  from  the  construction  given  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  to  the  constitution  and  to  the  statute  of  1790,  that  a  judgment 
upon  an  attachment  merely,  without  actual  notice  to  the  defendant,  must  have 
the  same  effect  when  put  in  suit  in  another  State,  as  it  has  in  the  State  where 
it  is  rendered.  If  in  such  case,  therefore,  a  judgment  thus  rendered  is,  in  any 
State,  conclusive  only  as  to  the  property  attached,  it  can  have  no  greater  effect 
when  sued  in  another  State.  Whereas,  if  in  any  State,  such  judgment  is  con- 
22 
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contrary  to  natural  justice  or  defective  in  itself.  Thus  in  ffenderson 
V.  ffenderaony^  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  observed,  ''  Several  pleas  were  pleaded 
to  show  that  the  defendant  had  not  had  justice  done  him  in  the  Court 
of  Chancery  in  Newfoundland.  This  is  never  to  be  presumed;  but 
the  contrary  principle  holds,  unless  we  see  in  the  clearest  light  that 
the  foreign  law,  or  at  least  some  part  of  the  proceedings  of  the 
foreign  court,  are  repugnant  to  natural  justice ;  and  this  has  been 
often  made  the  subject  of  inquiry  in  our  courts.  But  it  steers  clear 
of  an  inquiry  into  the  merits  of  the  case,  upon  the  facts  found;  for 
whatever  constituted  a  defence  in  that  court  ought  to  have  been 
pleaded  there."  And  where  a  party,  once  resident  in  a  colony, 
absented  himself  from  it  without  leaving  any  attorney,  but  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  procurator  fiscal  to  take  care  of  the  interest  of  an  ab- 

»  6  Q.  B.  (51  E.  C.  L.  R.)  298. 

elusive  as  to  the  matter  decided,  and  will  operate  against  the  person  and  estate 
of  the  defendant  generally :  or  is  so  far  inconclusive,  that  it  may,  within  a 
limited  term,  be  opened  and  examined,  upon  the  performance  of  certain  condi- 
tions ;  the  same  effect  is  to  be  given  to  it  in  the  courts  of  other  States.  And  this 
is  the  view  taken  of  the  subject  by  Washington,  J.,  in  the  case  of  Green  v.  Sar- 
mieniOy  Peters  G.  G.  74.  If  the  law  of  any  State,  says  the  same  learned  judge, 
does  not  prohibit  such  an  outrage  upon  the  immutable  dictate!  of  justice,  as  the 
exemption  of  any  judgment  from  re-^xamination,  which  may  have  been  ex  parte, 
the  defendant  having  had  no  opportunity  to  make  his  defence,  then  the  court 
which  inadvertently  gave  the  judgment  or  a  superior  court  would  provide  the 
redress :  And  if  the  law  or  the  courts  should  leave  the  injured  party  without  a 
remedy,  and  the  courts  of  another  State  would  be  bound  to  consider  such  judg- 
ment as  conclusive  (on  which  question  it  was  not  necessary  to  give  an  opinion) 
then  the  Act  of  1790  was  not  passed  with  sufficient  consideration,  and  it  may 
and  ought  to  be  so  amended  as  to  give  a  conclusive  effect  to  judgments  only  in 
cases  when  the  trial  was  perfectly  fair,  and  when  both  parties  were  or  might 
have  been  heard.  Ibid.  As  nothing  can  be  assigned  for  error  and  no  averment 
can  be  admitted,  which  contradicts  a  record,  a  party  to  a  judgment  obtained  in 
another  State,  in  the  record  of  which  it  is  stated  that  he  appeared  and  pleaded 
by  attorney,  cannot  successfully  plead  to  an  action  on  that  judgment,  in  another 
State,  that  he  had  no  notice  of  the  original  suit,  and  never  authorized  any 
person  to  consent  to  any  proceedings  therein.  His  remedy,  if  he  had  no  notice 
is  the  same  (and  no  other)  that  would  be  open  to  him,  if  the  second  suit  had 
been  brought  in  the  State  where  the  judgment  was  rendered:  Field  v.  Gibhs, 
Peters  0.  G.  155.  So  if  the  original  judgment  had  been  entered  by  default  for 
non-appearance,  upon  a  false  return  of  the  officer.    Ibid.  M. 

But  in  Aldrich  v.  Kinney,  4  Gonn.  380,  it  was  decided  that  in  an  action  on  a 
judgment  rendered  in  another  State,  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that 
he  had  no  legal  notice  of  the  suit  and  did  not  appear,  was  held  admissible, 
although  the  record  of  such  judgment  stated  that  the  defendant  appeared  by  hit 
attorney.  I. 
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sentee,  the  judgment  was  held  to  be  binding."^  *So  where  in  r^co^o-i 
an  action  here  on  a  French  judgment,  in  answer  to  a  plea  that 
the  defendant  had  no  notice  of  the  proceedings  abroad,  and  that  he 
was  not  in  France  at  the  time  of  the  accruing  of  the  cause  of  action, 
or  since,  a  replication  that  the  claim  arose  against  him  as  a  share- 
holder in  a  French  company,  and  being  resident  in  England,  he  was 
bound  as  a  shareholder  to  elect  some  place  as  a  domicile  where  to  be 
served  with  process  and  notices  as  a  shareholder,  and  that  having 
elected  such  a  place,  notices  of  the  proceedings  were  there  served,  was 
held  to  aflTord  a  good  answer. '^ 

Credit  also  will  be  given  to  facts  specifically  alleged  on  the  judg- 
ment :  where  the  judgment  (by  default)  stated  that  the  defendant 
appeared  by  attorney,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  he  had  authority  to 
appear  for  the  defendant/  ^ 

"  Becquet  v.  McCarthy,  2  B.  &  Ad.  (22  £.  C.  L.  R.)  958.  So  an  action  lies 
on  a  Scottish  judgment  of  horning  against  a  Scotchman  born :  Douglas  v.  Forresty 
4  Bing.  (13  E.  C.  L.  R.)  686.  And  where  the  plaintiff  declared  upon  a  decree 
of  the  Court  of  Sessions  in  Scotland,  and  the  defendant  pleaded  that  he  was  not 
at  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  or  ut  any  time  during  the  proceedings  therein, 
in  Scotland,  or  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  nor  at  any  time  before  pro- 
nouncing the  decree,  according  to  the  course  and  practice  of  the  court  notified, 
nor  did  he  then  know  of  the  proceedings  so  that  he  could  or  might  by  himself, 
his  proctor,  attorney,  or  agent,  appear  or  plead,  or  in  any  way  defend  himself 
in  the  action,  nor  did  he  appear  to  any  of  the  proceedings ;  but  did  not  allege 
that  he  was  not  bom  or  domiciled  in  Scotland,  or  that  he  was  not  subject  to  its 
laws,  or  that  he  had  no  property  there ;  the  plea  was  held  insufficient :  Cowan 
and  others  v.  Braidtopod,  1  M.  &  G.  (39  £.  G.  L.  R.)  882.  And  see  Russell  v. 
Smyth,  9  M.  &  W.  810 ;  Reynolds  v.  Fenton,  3  C.  &  B.  (64  E.  C.  L.  R.)  187. 

■  Vallee  v.  Dumergue,  4  Ex.  290.  And  see  Bank  of  Australasia  v.  Mas,  20 
L.  J.,  Q.  B.  284. 

*  Molony  v.  Gibbons,  2  Camp.  502. 

'  In  an  action  upon  a  record  of  a  foreign  judgment,  showing  that  there  was 
no  service  of  process,  but  that  the  appearance  of  defendant  was  entered  by  an 
attorney,  it  is  competent  to  show  that  the  attorney  who  entered  the  appearance 
did  so  without  authority ;  Thompson  y.  Emmert,  15  111.  415.  Unless  the  record 
of  a  judgment  shows  on  its  face,  that  the  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  person, 
the  judgment  is  a  nullity :  Steen  v.  Stem,  25  Miss.  513 ;  Farmers''  Co.  v.  McKinr 
nejff  6  McLean  1.  No  person  is  a  party  to  a  suit  or  bound  by  a  judgment 
therein,  without  a  judicial  notice  of  some  sort :  Shaefor  v.  Gates,  2  B.  Monr. 
453  5  Englehead  v.  Sutton,  7  How.  (Miss.)  99  ;  Clark  v.  Grayson,  2  Pike  149.  No 
St'ite  can  bind  personally,  by  its  judgment,  a  defendant  who  is  not  within  its 
jariediction,  and  on  whom  notice  has  not  been  served :  TAncoln  v.  Tower,  2 
McLean  473.  Where  a  judgment  is  brought  collaterally  before  the  court  as 
evidence,  it  may  be  shown  to  be  void  for  want  of  notice  to  the  person  against 
whom  it  was  rendered  or  for  fraud :  Webster  ▼.  Reid,  11  How.  (S.  C.)  437.    An 
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To  make  a  foreign  judgment  operate  as  a  bar  to  the  plaintiflTs 
claim,  it  must  appear  that  it  was  a  final  and  conclusive  judgment.^ 

It  seems  to  be  a  general  rule  with  respect  to  foreign  judgments, 
which  are  not  unfrequentlj  inaccurately  expressed,  to  regard  their 
substance,  and  not  their  form,  and  this  is  according  to  the  rule 
adopted  by  the  Privy  Council.^ 

The  rule  (as  to  examining  previous  proceedings)  appears  to  be  the 

same  with  respect  to  the  judgments  of  inferior  courts  in  this  country. 

In  Fisher  v.  Lane^  the  plaintiff,  *an  administrator,  brought 

L        ^   assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  by  the  intestate ;  the 

»  Donn  V.  Lippmann,  5  Gl.  &  F.  21 ;  Callander  v.  Dittrichf  4  M.  &  G.  (43  E. 
C.  L.  R.)  68  ;  and  see  ante,  p.  352,  n.  (r). 

«  Per  Lord  Tenterden  in  ffenUy  v.  Soper^  8  B.  &  C.  (15  E.  C.  L.  R.)  20. 

'  3  Wils.  297.  So  Tamm  v.  WilliamSy  2  Ch.  R.  438 ;  Bruce  v.  Wait,  1  M.  & 
G.  (39  E.  0.  L.  R.)  1.  In  Herbert  t.  Cooke,  Willes  36,  note  (a),  it  was  held 
that  in  an  action  of  debt,  on  a  judgment  of  an  inferior  court,  not  of  record,  the 
defendant  might  plead  that  the  cause  of  action  arose  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court:  Briscoe  v.  Stephens,  2  Bing.  (9  £.  C.  L.  R.)  213 ;  Stanton  v.  Styles,  1 

absent  defendant  is  not  bound  by  a  judgment  in  a  proceeding  against  his 
property  beyond  the  property  in  question :  Boswell  v.  Otis,  9  How.  (S.  G.)  336. 
Where  the  record  omits  to  state  that  the  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of 
the  defendant,  such  jurisdiction  cannot  be  inferred  from  the  judgment.  And 
even  when  the  record  does  state  that  the  defendant  did  appear,  it  seems,  that  it 
is  competent  for  him  to  controvert  the  fact  and  to  show  that  he  did  not  appear 
and  was  not  in  a  situation  to  receive  notice :  Bradshaw  v.  Heath,  13  Wend.  407. 
A  judgment  of  a  state  court,  the  record  of  which  shows  that  a  defendant  had 
no  personal  notice  and  did  not  appear  and  submit  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  is  not  entitled  under  the  constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  to 
full  faith  and  credit  in  every  court  within  the  United  States :  D^Arcy  v. 
Ketchum,  11  How.  (S.  G.)  165;  Rathbone  v.  Terry,  1  R.  I.  73;  Thompson  v. 
Emmert,  4  McLean  96 ;  Downer  v.  Shaw,  2  Fost.  277.  In  a  suit  against  a  part- 
nership, if  one  partner  is  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  and  is  not 
served  with  process,  and  does  not  voluntarily  appear  and  answer  to  the  suit  by 
himself  or  his  attorney,  the  judgment  against  the  partnership,  cannot  be  en- 
forced against  him  out  of  the  local  jurisdiction  ;  even  though,  by  the  lex  loci,  a 
service  on  the  partner  resident  within  the  jurisdiction,  is  sufficient  to  authorize 
a  judgment  against  all  the  partners :  Phelps  v.  Brewer,  9  Gush.  390.  When  a 
corporation  confines  its  business  within  the  State  which  chartered  it,  service  of 
process  upon  one  of  its  officers  accidentally  within  another  State,  made  under  a 
law  of  that  State  sanctioning  such  service,  does  not  properly  give  jurisdiction  : 
Moulin  V.  Trenton  Ins,  Co.,  4  Zabr.  222.  Facts  on  the  record  necessary  to  give 
jurisdiction  cannot  be  controverted:  Lincoln -y.  Tower,  2  McLean  473;  Wester^ 
veltr,  Lewis,  Ibid.  511.  Matters  determined  by  the  record  cannot  be  contro- 
verted by  plea.  But  matters  extrinsic  may  be  shown,  as  by  pleading  fraud, 
satifaction  or  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  cOurt  rendering  the  judgment :  Craw- 
ford V.  Simonton,  7  Port.  110. 
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defendant  gave  in  evidence  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money  in  con- 
sequence of  a  judgment  upon  a  foreign  attachment  in  London. 
From  the  minutes  of  the  judgment,  it  appeared  that  Henry  Janson 
had  by  this  process  attached  the  sum  of  <£92  \%8.  in  the  hands  of  the 
defendant,  for  a  debt  due  jfrom  the  intestate,  and  for  default  of  the 
present  plaintiff  in  not  appearing,  had  had  execution ;  but  it  did  not 
appear  from  the  proceedings  that  the  plaintiff  had  received  any 
notice  of  the  process,  and  the  sergeant-at-mace  stated  that  such  was 
the  custom  of  the  City  Court.  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  held 
that  the  judgment  was  erroneous,  since  the  plaintiff  who  had  never 
been  summoned,  had  made  no  default.' 

A  judgment  and  process  of  execution  in  a  County  Court,  being 
pleaded  in  bar  of  an  action  of  trespass,  it  was  held  that  the  jury 
were  at  liberty  to  consider  the  whole  of  the  proceedings  fraudulent 
and  collusive,  no  process  having  been  served,  or  appearance  entered, 
although  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  proceedings  of  the  court  below 
had  been  made  without  effect.* 

It  is  also  to  be  observed,  that  error  or  insufficiency,  manifest  on 
the  face  of  the  proceedings,  before  courts  of  inferior  jurisdiction, 
may  usually  be  objected,  even  where  the  *conviction  of  ad-  r*ogA-i 
judication  is  offered  in  justification  of  some  act  done  under 
its  authority.^  And  the  decree  of  an  incompetent  court  in  the  time 
of  Queen  Elizabeth  unknown  to  the  law  is  inadmissible,  unless  the 
parties  by  voluntary  submission  have  given  it  the  effect  of  an  award.^ 

Secondly^  where  a  judgment  is  offered  to  prove  the  same  fact,  but 
for  a  different  or  collateral  purpose,  then  if  the  judgment  was  by  a 

L.  M.  &  P.  575.  In  Huxham  t.  Smithy  2  Camp.  C.  19,  Lord  Ellenborough  held 
that  the  judgment  against  the  defendant  as  garnishee  in  the  Lord  Mayor's 
Court  was  primd  facie  evidence  of  a  debt  on  a  cause  of  action  within  the  city  of 
London  ;  but  he  admitted  evidence  to  prove  the  contrary.  But  he  held  that  the 
judgment  was  conclusive  as  to  the  debt. 

■  See  also  Williams  v.  Lord  Bagot,  in  error,  3  B.  &  C.  (10  E.  C.  L.R.)  772, 
where  it  was  held  that  a  custom  in  an  inferior  court  to  declare  against  a  de~ 
fendant  before  an  appearance  entered  by  him,  or  by  some  person  for  him,  was 
bad  in  law  ;  and  it  seems  also  that  a  custom  to  issue  a  summons  and  attach- 
ment at  the  same  time,  is  also  bad. 

'  Thompson  v.  Blackhurst,  1  Nev.  &  M.  (28  E.  C.  L.  R.)  266. 

*  As  in  the  case  of  a  summary  conviction  before  a  magistrate ;  see  the  cases 
and  recent  statute,  Yol.  II.,  tit.  Justices.  It  would  probably  be  different  in  the 
case  of  a  judgment  in  a  court  of  record,  which,  though  erroneous,  is  in  force  till 
it  is  reversed.  In  Mann  v.  Oirm,  9  B.  &  C.  (17  E.  C.  L.  R.)  595,  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  investigated  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  martial. 

^  Rogers  v.  Wood^  2  B.  &  Ad.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  245. 
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court  of  exclusive  jurisdiction,  it  is  conclusive  evidence  upon  the 
question  so  incidentally  arising/  In  an  action  upon  a  contract  of 
marriage,  per  verba  de  futuro^  the  defendant  gave  in  evidence  a  sen- 
tence of  the  Spiritual  Court  in  a  cause  of  contract,  where  the  judge 
had  pronounced  against  a  suit  for  the  solemnization  in  the  face  of 
the  church,  and  declared  the  defendant  free  from  all  contract,  and 
this  was  held  to  be  conclusive  evidence,  although  the  proceedings 
were  diverso  intuitu;  that  in  the  Spiritual  Court  being  for  a  specific 
performance,  and  that  in  the  action  for  damages/ 

In  the  next  place,  although  the  judgment  or  decree  be  not  pro- 
nounced by  a  court  of  exclusive  jurisdiction  upon  the  subject-matter, 
yet,  if  the  same  point  once  determined  between  the  same  parties 
again  arise,  although  for  a  different  purpose,  the  judgment,  it  seems, 
would  be  admissible  but  not  conclusive  evidence.' 

*An  adjudication  of  a  criminal  nature  has  little  operation 
^  -'as  evidence,  except  to  prove  the  mere  fact  of  adjudication, 
or  to  establish  its  own  legal  consequences. 

The  principles  adverted  to  seem  to  exclude  a  verdict  in  a  criminal 
proceeding  from  being  evidence  in  one  of  a  civil  nature.  For,  inde- 
pendently of  other  objections  in  such  cases,  the  parties  are  not  the 
same;  and,  therefore,  there  is  not  such  a  mutuality  as  is  essential 
to  an  estoppel.* 

In  an  action  brought  by  a  private  person,  the  acquittal  of  the 
defendant  upon  an  indictment  is  not  evidence,  because  the  plaintiff 
was  no  party  to  the  criminal  proceeding,  and  therefore  his  private 
remedy  ought  not  to  be  concluded  by  the  result.^  In  addition  to 
which  it  may  be  observed,  that  an  acquittal,  however  well  founded,  • 
would  seldom,  if  ever,  show  conclusively  that  the  defendant  had  not 
committed  any  injury  for  which  he  is  responsible  in  damages ;  fbr  he 
may  be  liable  in  damages  without  having  acted  criminally ;  e  can- 

'  According  to  the  judgment  of  De  Qrayi  G.  J.,  antCy  p.  323.  And  see  Da 
Costa  y.  Villa  Real,  Str.  961 ;  and  Stoekdale  v.  Hansard^  9  Ad.  k  £.  (36  £.  C. 
L.  R.)  62,  where  the  cases  are  collected. 

y  Da  Costa  v.  Villa  Real,  Str.  961. 

'  Lewis  y.  Clarges,  Gilb.  Law  of  Ey.  29.  A  judgment  in  replevin,  on  the  plea 
of  non  tenuit  to  a  cognizance  for  rent  arrear,  is  admissible  eyidence  in  an  action 
for  rent :  Hancock  y.  Welsh,  1  Stark.  G.  (2  £.  G.  L.  R.)  347.  Debt  on  bond,  plea 
usury,  the  judgment  in  an  action  by  the  defendant  against  the  plaintiff  for 
penalties,  is  evidence  for  the  plaintiff:  CUve  v.  Powell,  1  M.  &  Rob.  228 ;  Pearce 
y.  Gray,  2  Y.  &  C.,  Ch.  C.  322. 

^  B.  N.  P.  245 ;  Gilb.  Law  of  £7.  30 ;  Hudson  v.  Robinson,  per  Lord  Ellen- 
borough)  4  M.  &  S.  478. 

»»  Supra,  p.  332. 
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versoy  a  eonpietion  npon  an  indictment  is  not  evidence  for  the  plain- 
tiff in  an  action  for  the  same  wrong :  Jirstj  because  the  defendant 
upon  the  indictment  could  not  have  attainted  the  jury  for  a  false 
verdict ;  secandltfy  because  there  is  no  mutuality ;  thirdly ^  because  it 
does  not  appear  that  the  verdict  was  not  procured  by  means  of  the 
testimony  of  the  opposite  party .''  Accordingly,  a  conviction  upon  an 
indictment  for  trespass  is  not  evidence  upon  an  action  brought  for 
the  same  trespass;^  and  a  conviction  upon  an  indictment  for  a 
♦conspiracy  was  not  binding  upon  the  ancient  writ  of  con-  r*ogoi 
spiracy  by  the  same  party.'  But  where,  upon  an  indict- 
ment the  defendant  confeMea  his  guilt,  the  confession  is  evidence  in 
a  civil  proceeding,'  since  those  objections  do  not  apply ;  for  the  re- 
cord does  not  rest  upon  the  testimony  of  any  interested  witness ; 
and  an  attaint  must  always  have  been  out  of  the  question.  It  has, 
indeed,  been  laid  down  that  a  conviction  in  a  court  of  criminal  juris- 
diction is  conclusive  evidence,  if  the  same  facts  afterwards  come  col- 
laterally in  controversy  in  a  court  of  civil  jurisdiction.^  And,  there- 
fore, that  the  conviction  of  the  father  upon  an  indictment  for  bigamy 
would  be  conclusive  in  ejectment  as  to  the  validity  of  the  second 
marriage,  although  an  acquittal  would  be  no  proof  of  the  reverse. 
In  support  of  this  position  no  authority  is  cited  except  that  of  Boyle 
v.  Boyle  ;^  but  the  question  there  was,  whether  a  prohibition  should 
not  be  awarded  in  a  jactitation  suit,  the  complainant  in  that  suit 
having  been  convicted  of  bigamy  in  marrying  a  second  wife,  whilst 
his  first  wife,  the  defendant  in  the  jactitation  suit,  was  living ;  and  a 
prohibition  was  granted.     Admitting  this  decision  to  be  law,  it  can 

*  In  Oilb.  Law  of  Ev.  31,  it  is  urged,  that  where  the  verdict  is  founded  on 
other  evidence  besides  the  party's  own  oath,  it  is  admissible ;  but  how  are  the 
jury  to  know  what  weight  the  oath  of  the  party  had?  It  may  be  questioned 
whether  the  reasons  founded  on  the  iuterest  of  the  witness  are  now  at  all 
available. 

*  Sampson  v.  Toothil,  1  Sid.  324  j  B.  N.  P.  243  ;  Jones  v.  White,  Str.  68  ;  Wil- 
kinson V.  Gordon,  2  Add.  152. 

*  27  Ass.  13 ;  Tr.  per  Pais  30.  A  process  long  obsolete,  and  now  virtually 
abolished  by  the  Uniformity  of  Process  Act,  2  &  3  Will.  IV.  c.  39. 

'  Such  evidence  is  warranted  by  the  old  authorities.  See  Lamb.  Inst.  B.  2,  c. 
9  ;  9  H.  6  ;  60,  11  H.  4,  65  5  Trials  per  Pais,  30 ;  27  Ass.  7.  The  reason  given 
by  Sharde  is,  that  a  confession  is  stronger  than  a  verdict  In  such  a  case,  the 
objection,  that  the  verdict  may  have  been  obtained  on  the  evidence  of  the  party 
who  now  seeks  to  take  advantage  of  it,  ceases ;  and  the  case  seems  to  stand  upon 
tbe  same  footing  with  that  of  any  other  admission  ;  and  so  ruled  by  Wood,  B., 
Leicester  Lent  Assizes  1808.     So,  Tiley  v.  Cowling,  1  Ld.  Raym.  744. 

*  B.  N.  P.  245. 

*  3  Mod.  164 ;  Comb.  72,  s.  c. 
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scarcely  be  inferred  that  the  convictioa  would  have  been  equally 
conclusive  of  civil  rights  in  a  temporal  court.  Indeed,  where  an 
action  was  brought  for  words  which  charged  the  plaintiff  with  felony, 

r*3631   ^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  defendant  was  at  liberty  to  go  *into 
evidence  to  prove  his  guilt,  because  what  had  passed  between 
others  could  not  affect  him.^ 

As  a  general  rule,  therefore,  a  verdict  or  judgment  in  a  criminal 
case  is  not  evidence  of  the  fact  upon  which  the  judgment  was  founded 
in  a  civil  proceeding. 

The  case  of  The  King  against  The  Warden  of  the  Fleet^  is  a  strong 
authority  for  this  position.  The  defendant  was  tried  at  bar  for  per* 
mitting  the  escape  of  prisoners  from  the  Fleet  Prison.  To  prove 
the  escape  a  witness  was  offered  who  had  been  a  prisoner.  It  was 
objected  that  he  was  incompetent,  since  he  had  given  a  bond  for  his 
being  a  true  prisoner,  which  he  had  forfeited  by  his  escape ;  and  be- 
sides that,  he  had  been  retaken ;  and  that  if  the  defendant  should 
be  convicted  upon  his  evidcDce,  and  debt  should  afterwards  be 
brought  by  him  upon  the  bond,  the  conviction  would  be  evidence  to 
make  it  void,  as  taken  for  ease  and  favor ;  and  that  in  an  action  of 
false  imprisonment  for  the  retaking,  the  conviction  would  also  be 
evidence.  But  it  was  answered,  and  resolved  by  the  court,  that  the 
conviction  would  be  no  evidence  against  the  warden  upon  debt  on  the 
bond,  nor  for  the  prisoner  in  false  imprisonment  against  the  warden ; 
because  it  would  not  be  between  the  same  parties.  For  a  conviction 
at  suit  of  the  King  for  battery,  &c.,  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  in 
an  action  of  trespass  for  the  same  battery,  nor  vice  versa ;  the  like 
law  of  an  usurious  contract.     In  the  case  of  HUlyard  v.  Chrantham^ 

r*^641  ^P^°  ^^^  *"*^  **  ^*''  *^®  Court  of  King's  *Bench  were  of 
opinion  that  a  sentence  of  excommunication  against  the 
father  and  mother  for  fornication  was  not  admissible  in  evidence  upon  an 
ejectment  to  bastardize  the  issue,  because  it  was  a  criminal  matter^ 
and  therefore  could  not  be  admitted  in  a  civil  cause ;  and  also  because 
it  was  res  inter  alios  acta.     And  in  the  case  of  Oibson  v.  Maearty^^ 

*  England  v.  Bourke,  3  Esp.  80 ;  Cook  v.  Fidd,  3  Esp.  133.  An  acquittal  of 
a  party  by  the  judgment  of  a  court-martial  from  the  charge  on  which  he  was 
arrested,  does  not  deprive  the  defendant,  in  an  action  of  trespass  for  the  arrest, 
of  his  right  to  justify,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  reasonable  and  probable 
cause  for  the  imprisonment:  BayUy  v.  Warden^  4  M.  &  S.  400. 

^  12  Mod.  339 ;  see  also  the  cases  of  B.  v.  Boston^  4  East  572 ;  and  BartUtt  v. 
PickersgiUj  Ibid.  577,  in  which  the  principle  is  fully  established,  that  a  convic- 
tion obtained  on  the  oath  of  an  interested  party  is  of  no  effect 

1  Cited  Ga.  temp.  Hard.  311. 

"  Ga.  temp.  Hud.  311. 
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where  the  question  was  whether  certain  promissory  notes  were  genu- 
ine, the  defendant  offered  in  evidence  the  record  of  the  plaintiff's 
conviction  for  the  forgery  of  one  of  the  notes ;  but  Lord  Hardwicke 
refused  to  admit  the  evidence,  on  the  ground  suggested  by  the 
plaintiff's  counsel,  viz.,  that  no  record  of  a  conviction  could  be 
evidence  in  a  civil  suit,  because  it  might  have  been  obtained  by  the 
evidence  of  a  party  interested.  And  the  same  doctrine  is  re- 
ported to  have  been  expounded  by  the  court  in  the  case  of  Richr 
ardson  v.  WilliarM.^  In  the  case  of  The  King  v.  BoBtan^^  decided 
while  the  law  excluded  the  ^testimony  of  an  interested  wit-  r^o^^-i 
ness,  it  was  held,  on  an  indictment  for  perjury,  assigned 
upon  an  answer  to  a  bill  of  injunction,  that  the  prosecutor,  against 
whom  the  defendant  had  brought  the  action  at  law,  was  a  competent 
witness,  on  the  express  ground  that  the  conviction  could  not  be  used 
by  him  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  relief  in  equity. 

The  main  objection  to  the  reception  of  such  evidence  is  that  there 
would  be  no  mutuality ;  for  an  acquittal  of  a  party  on  a  criminal 
proceeding  would  not  be  available  in  a  civil   action.^^    Where   the 

*  12  Mod.  319 ;  and  see  Jones  v.  White^  Str.  68,  where  the  question  was, 
whether  upon  the  issue  devisavit  vel  noUf  the  coroner^ s  inquest,  finding  the  de- 
ceased a  lunatic,  was  admissible  in  evidence ;  and  the  judges  were  divided  upon 
the  question  of  admissibility.  But  Eyre  and  Pratt,  Js.,  were  for  excluding  the 
evidence,  because  the  proceeding  was  of  a  criminal  nature,  and  therefore  was 
not  admissible  in  a  civil  proceeding.  And  the  Chief  Justice,  and  Powys,  J.« 
thought  it  admissible,  on  the  special  ground,  that  since  the  plaintiff  was  exe- 
cutrix, the  inquest  which  saved  the  personal  estate,  was  to  her  advantage ;  and 
see  R.  V.  Bowler,  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Will.  See  also  Hathaway  v.  Barrow,  1  Camp. 
151,  where  Sir  J.  Mansfield  held,  that  in  an  action  on  the  case  for  a  conspiracy, 
a  conviction  of  the  defendants  upon  an  indictment,  where  the  plaintiff  was  a 
witness,  was  not  evidence.  A  conviction  was  not  evidence  for  the  informer, 
though  his  name  did  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings :  Smith  v.  Bum- 
fnen$j  1  Campb.  9 ;  s.  p.  ruled  in  Hathaway  v.  Barrow  and  others,  1  Campb.  151 ; 
see  also  Burdon  v.  Browning,  1  Taunt  520  -,  Richardson  v.  Williams^  12  Mod. 
319;  Gibson  v.  IPCarty,  Cas.  temp.  Hardw.  311 ;  HUlyard  v.  Grantham,  cited 
by  Lord  Hardwicke  in  Brownsword  v.  Edwards,  2  Yes.  246. 

*  4  East  572 ;  see  also  Bartlett  v.  Pickersgill,  4  East  577  ;  Burdon  v.  Browning, 

1  Taunt  520. 

»Oilb.  Law  of  Ev.  35;  B.  N.  P.  232,  233 ;  see  Lord  Ellenborough's  observa- 
tions, Hudson  V.  Robinson,  4  M.  &  S.  479 ;  12  Mod.  339 ;  Hardr.  472 ;  11  St 
Tr.  462;  Bac.  Abr.,  Ev.  F.     In  Blakemore  v.  The  Glamorganshire  Canal  Co., 

2  C,  M.  &  R.  139,  Parke,  B.,  observed  as  to  the  cases  cited,  that  the  judges,  in 
noticing  the  objection  to  the  reception  of  such  evidence,  that  the  verdict  might 
have  been  obtained  upon  the  evidence  of  the  party  seeking  to  avail  himself  of 
it,  were  only  assigning  one  reason  which  existed  in  the  particular  cases,  instead 
of  relying  on  the  general  principle.    An  estoppel  is  always  reciprocal :  Gaunt 
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father  was  acquitted  on  an  indictment  for  having  two  wives,  it  was 
held  that  the  record  was  not  evidence  in  a  civil  case,  where  the 
validity  of  the  second  marriage  was  controverted.^  On  this  ground 
it  is  asserted  in  Bnller's  Nisi  Prius,'  that  a  conviction  at  the  suit  of 
the  King  for  a  battery,  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  in  trespass  for  the 
same  battery. 

The  record  of  an  acquittal  or  conviction  upon  a  criminal  charge,  is 
r'*'S6f)1  ^^  general  pleadable  in  bar,  or  conclusive  evidence  *upon 
another  indictment  or  other  proceeding  for  the  same  offence. 
The  parties  are  the  same  in  both,  and  no  one  ought  to  be  brought 
into  jeopardy  twice  for  the  same  charge.'  Upon  this  ground  it  has 
been  held,  that  a  person  who  had  killed  another  in  Spain,  and  had 
been  tried  and  acquitted  by  a  competent  tribunal  there,  could  not  be 
tried  again  here  for  the  same  offence.* 

From  the  nature  of  the  proceeding  an  acquittal  upon  an  indict- 
ment for  the  non-repair  of  a  road,  is  not  conclusive  evidence  upon  a 
subsequent  indictment  as  to  any  particular  point,  since  it  concludes 
nothing  as  to  the  general  liability,  but  only  shows  that  the  defendant 
was  not  liable  at  the  particular  time  laid  in  the  former  indictment.* 
But  a  conviction  in  such  case  is  conclusive  as  to  the  liability,  unless 
fraud  can  be  shown.*  The  record  of  a  conviction  was  in  one  case 
said  to  be  conclusive  evidence  against,  the  inhabitants  of  a  particular 
district  of  their  obligation  to  repair  a  road,  unless  they  can  show  that 
it  was  obtained  by  fraud.'^    But  fraud  is  there  put  by  way  of  example 

V.  Wdinman,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  69 ;  Qilb.  Law  of  Ev.  28 ;  B.  N..P. 
232. 

^  The  reason  assigned  for  this  is,  that  less  evidence  is  neeessary  to  maintain 
the  action  than  to  attaint  the  criminal,  and  therefore  his  acquittal  was  no  argu- 
ment that  the  fact  was  trne  :  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  33. 

'  P.  233.  So  a  conviction  of  an  assault  before  a  magistrate,  on  the  informa- 
tion of  the  party  assaulted,  is  not  evidence  in  an  action  for  the  assault :  Smith 
V.  EummenSj  1  Gamp.  9 ;  see  also  Hathaway  v.  Barrow ,  1  Gamp.  151 ;  1  Taant. 
520.  But  under  the  statute  9  Geo.  IV.  c.  31,  ss.  27,  29,  a  certificate  of  acquittal, 
or  the  conviction  and  paying  the  penalty  or  suffering  the  punishment,  will  bar 
the  action.' 

■  4  Co.  40 ;  see  B.  N.  P.  243 ;  1  Sid.  325. 

*  Hutchinson's  case,  1  Show.  6 ;  B.  N.  P.  245 ;  see  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Forsign  Law. 

•  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  32 ;  B.  N.  F.  245 ;  R.  v.  Burbon  Inh,,  5  M.  &  S.  392 ;  per 
Lord  Kenyon,  Bex  v.  St,  Pancras,  Peake,  C.  220. 

'Although  a  conviction  in  a  court  of  criminal  jurisdiction  is  conclusive 
evidence  of  the  fact  if  it  come  collaterally  in  controversy  in  a  court  of  civil 
jurisdiction,  yet  an  acquittal  does  not  prove  the  reverse,  because  it  does  not 
ascertain  the  facts :  per  BuUer,  J.,  B.  N.  P.  245. 

7  B.  V.  St,  Pancras,  Peake,  C.  220.     Note,  that  Lord  Kenyon  held  it  in  the 
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only,'  for  as  against  the  parish  at  large  the  judgment  is  inconclusive, 
if  the  defence  was  conducted  by  the  inhabitants  of  a  particular  dis- 
trict in  which  the  indicted  road  lay,  without  any  notice  to  the  rest  of 
the  *parish.*  So  upon  an  indictment  against  a  parish  con- 
sisting of  several  districts,  one  of  which  pleaded  a  custom  for  ^  -^ 
the  inhabitants  of  each  of  the  three  districts  to  repair  their  own 
roads,  independently  of  each  other,  which  custom  was  traversed,  the 
prosecutor  having  upon  the  trial  proved  records  of  conviction  of  the 
parish  at  large  (upon  not  guilty  pleaded)  for  not  repairing  roads  lying 
in  the  particular  districts ;  the  defendants  were  permitted  to  adduce 
eridence  that  such  pleas  were  pleaded  without  their  knowledge.^ 

The  record  of  a  judgment  in  a  criminal  (as  in  all  other  cases),  is 
in  general  conclusive  evidence  as  to  the  fact  of  the  conviction  and 
judgment,  and  as  to  all  legal  consequences  resulting  from  it. 

A  judgment  in  a  criminal  proceeding  is  in  the  nature  of  a  judgment 
in  rem;  such  a  judgment  standing  unreversed  is  conclusive  evidence 
as  to  all  its  consequences,  although  with  some  exceptions.  Thus  an 
accessory  to  a  felony,  notwithstanding  the  judgment  against  his  prin- 
cipal, is  entitled  to  controvert  his  guilt.  In  this  case,  although  the 
conviction  of  the  principal  may  be  alleged  in  the  indictment  against 
the  accessory  ;**  it  is  in  effect  but  primd  facie  evidence.*    But  this  is 

above  case  to  be  conclasive  on  an  indictment  against  another  parish.  The  ques- 
tion, however,  was  between  the  indicted  parish  and  the  parish  of  Islington,  the 
convicted  parish. 

'  See  the  note,  2  Saand.  159  (a) ;  see.  also  B.  v.  Eardislandj  2  Camp.  494. 

*  Doug.  421,  3d  edit. ;  B.  v.  Totonsendj  B,  v.  Leominster;  see  2  Wms.  Saund. 
(a),  note. 

*>  B.  V.  EardUkmd,  2  Camp.  494. 

"  But  in  B.  V.  Turnery  1  Moo.  C.  C.  347  ;  B.  v.  Batdiffe,  1  Lew.  C.  C.  112 ; 
Keable  v.  Payne^  8  Ad.  &  E.  (35  £.  C.  L.  R.)  560 ;  it  is  stated  that  many  of  the 
judges  (all  the  judges  except  two  being  assembled)  were  of  opinion  that  the 
record  of  the  conviction  of  the  principal  would  not  be  evidence  of  the  fact, 
where  the  indictment  against  the  accessory  alleged  not  the  conviction  but  the 
guilt  of  the  principal.  And  on  principle  it  would  seem  to  be  evidence  only 
when  the  indictment  alleges  the  conviction  of  the  principal,  and  simply  to 
support  that  allegation.    See  note  («),  infra, 

^  Fost.  364,  365  *,  B,  v.  Smithy  Leach  288 ;  see  tit.  Accessobt.  One  reason 
aneigned  is,  that  the  witnesses  against  the  principal  may  be  dead,  or  cannot  be 
procured ;  but  the  main  reason  appears  to  be,  that  the  proceeding  is  in  rem,  and 
in  general  conclusive  against  all  the  world  as  to  all  the  consequences  of  the 
attaint.  In  Bez  v.  Blicky  4  C.  &  P.  (19  £.  C.  L.  R.)  377  ;  the  record  of  the  con- 
yiction  of  the  principal,  upon  his  pleading  guilty^  was  held  to  be  primd  facie 
evidence  of  the  theft  as  against  the  receiver. 
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perhaps  the  only  case  In  which  a  *judgment  founded  on  a 
I-  ->  verdict  is  not  conclusive  as  to  the  attainder  of  the  principal.* 
For  a  judgment  in  a  criminal  matter,  as  far  as  regards  all  the  conse- 
quences of  the  judgment,  is  binding  upon  all;  the  attainder  of  a 
criminal  is,  as  long  as  it  remains  in  force,  conclusive  upon  all  claim- 
ing from,  or  through  the  party  attainted.'  And  a  conviction  of  a 
crime,  which  formerly  rendered  a  person  incompetent  as  a  witness,  waa 
conclusive  against  all.' 

Upon  the  same  grounds,  decisions  in  the  inferior  courts  of  justice,^ 
convictions  by  magistrates,  and  indeed  all  other  legal  and  authorized 
adjudications — as,  for  instance,  sentences  of  expulsion  by  colleges,  or 
of  deprivation  by  visitors — ^are  evidence  to  establish  the  fact  that  such 
an  adjudication  has  taken  place,  and  all  the  legal  consequences  that 
may  be  derived  from  it. 

Amongst  these  legal  consequences  is  the  protection  of  any  party 
who  has  acted  in  a  judicial  capacity  within  the  limits  of  his  judicial 
authority.  In  order  to  insure  to  such  parties  this  protection  the 
law  declares  that  where  actions  are  brought  against  magistrates 
and  others,  in  consequence  of  what  has  been  done  under  a  convic- 
tion for  any  offence  within  their  jurisdiction,  the  proceedings 
themselves,  if  regular,  are  evidence  not  only  of  the  fact  of  the 
conviction,  but  of  the  fact  on  which  the  judgment  was  founded; 
r*^BQ1  ^^^  ^^^  plaintiff  is  not  at  liberty  to  controvert  *and  dis- 
prove it  by  evidence.^     In  an  action  for  trespass  and  false 

*  Qu.  whether  this  is  not  admitted  in  favorem  viice,  for  it  is  not  neoessary 
that  the  indictment  should  aver  the  guilt  of  the  priucipai :  Fost.  365.  It  is  suffi- 
cient to  allege  the  conviction  simply :  see  Fost  Disc.  3,  c.  2. 

'  Where  it  is  founded  upon  a  verdict^  an  alienee  cannot  falsify  the  attainder : 
1  Hale  361 ;  2  Hawk.  c.  50,  e.  2. 

«  See  Witness. 

^  As  to  Bankruptcy  and  Insolvency  see  these  titles,  Vol.  II. 

»  Fuller  V.  Fotch,  Holt  287.  In  Wilson  v.  Wellery  1  B.  &  B.  (5  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
57,  it  was  held  that  a  magistrate's  order  for  the  payment  of  wages  to  a  servant, 
stating  a  complaint  upon  oath,  and  an  examination  on  oath,  precluded  the 
plaintiff,  in  replevin,  from  pleading,  in  bar  of  a  plea  of  cognisance,  that  the  com- 
plaint was  not  made  upon  oath.  What  judges  of  the  matter  have  adjudged  is 
not  traversable  :  per  Holt,  G.  J.,  in  GroenveU  v.  BurweU^  Salk.  396.  But  if  a 
conBtahU  commit  a  man  for  a  breach  of  the  peace,  his  power  is  traversable,  for 
be  is  not  a  judge  ;  he  acts  not  for  punishment,  but  for  safe  custody :  Ibid.  If  a 
justice  of  the  peace  record  that,  upon  his  view,  as  a  force,  which  is  not  a  force, 
be  cannot  be  drawn  in  question  either  by  action  or  indictment :  12  Co.  25 ;  27 
Ass.  19 ;  Salk.  397.  Neither  an  indictment  nor  an  action  lies  against  a  judge 
for  what  he  does  judicially,  and  for  what  he  has  jurisdiction  to  do,  if  the  cir- 
cumstances warrant  it:  Hammond  v.  HowtU,  1  Mod.  184 ;  2  Mod.  218 ;  BushtlVa 
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imprisonment,  the  defendant  gave  in  evidence  a  conviction  by  him 
as  a  magistrate,  of  the  plaintiff,  for  unlawfully  returning  to  a  parish 
after  a  removal  from  it,  and  a  warrant,  reciting  the  conviction,  requir- 
ing the  keeper  of  the  house  of  correction  to  keep  him  to  hard  labor 
for  twenty-six  days;  and  Tates,  J.,  held  that  the  conviction  could 
not  be  controverted  in  evidence,  and  the  plaintiff  was  nonsuited.^ 
For  although  the  magistrate  may  have  formed  an  erroneous  judgment 
upon  the  facts,  that  is  properly  the  subject  of  an  appeal;  and  there- 
fore, where  an  appeal  lies,  no  action  can  be  maintained  till  the 
merits  have  been  heard,  and  the  conviction  quashed.^  Whenever  a 
magistrate  assumes  a  more  extensive  jurisdiction  than  belongs  to 
him,  he  is  liable  in  an  action  ;^  and  if  the  excess  of  jurisdiction  ap^ 
pear  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings  *the  conviction  cannot  p^Q7An 
be  set  up  as  a  defence  to  the  action.'  But  where  the  pro-  ^  -^ 
ceedings  are  regular  and  formal,  and  the  conviction  still  subsists,  the 
plaintiff  cannot  go  into  evidence  to  show  that  in  the  particular  case 

ease^  Yaugh.  135 ;  1  H.  6,  64  ;  47  E.  3,  50 ;  Dicas  v.  Lord  Brougham,  1  M.  & 
Rob.  309 :  see  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Justices — Trespass. 

*  Strickland  v.  Ward,  7  T.  R.  633  ;  Holt  287 ;  Carth.  346  ;  Hardr.  478 ;  Cro. 
Car.  395  ;  1  Vent.  273  ;  1  B.  &  B.  (5  E.  C.  L.  R.)  432 ;  2  B.  &  Ad.  (22  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  408  ;  Cave  v.  MountaiUj  1  M.  &  G.  (39  E.  0.  L.  R.)  257  ;  E,  v.  Bolton,  1  Q. 
B.  (41  E.  C.  L.  R.)  66. 

»  Fuller  Y.  Fotch,  Holt  287 ;  7  T.  R.  631  j  2  B.  &  P.  391 ;  12  East  81 ;  16  East 
21 ;  Baylis  v.  Strickland,  1  M.  &  G.  (39  E.  C.  L.  R.)  591. 

™  Orepps  v.  Burden,  Cowp.  640 ;  Gray  v.  Cockson,  16  East  21  j  Hill  v.  Baie- 
man,  2  Str.  710 ;  Morgan  v.  Hughes,  2  T.  R.  225. 

^  But  now,  under  the  statute  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  44,  s.  2,  before  any  ac  ion  can  be 
maintained  for  any  act  done  in  the  matter  of  which  the  justice  has  not  jurisdiction 
or  in  which  he  has  exceeded  it,  the  conviction  must  have  been  quashed  on  appeal 
or  by  the  court  of  Q.  B.  And  no  action  can  be  brought,  even  for  anything  done 
under  a  warrant  which  has  been  followed  by  a  conviction  or  order,  until  the 
conviction  or  order  has  been  quashed.  If,  too,  the  conviction  or  order  be  con- 
firmed on  appeal,  no  action  (s.  6)  can  be  maintained  for  enforcing  it.  By  s.  3, 
also,  no  action  at  all  can  be  maintained  against  one  justice  for  issuing  a  warrant 
to  enforce  the  conviction  or  order  of  another  justice,  but  only  against  the  latter. 
And  upon  this  statute  see  Leary  y,  Patrick,  19  L.  J.,  M.  C.  211 ;  Barton  v. 
Bricknell,  20  L.  J.,  M.  C.  1 ;  Pratt  v.  Parkinson,  20  L.  J.,  M.  G.  208.  For  instances 
in  which  magistrates  have  been  considered  to  exceed  their  jurisdiction,  see  Hill 
T.  Bateman,  2  Str.  710,  where  the  magistrate  committed  the  party  to  prison, 
although  he  had  effects  which  might  have  been  distrained  upon  *,  Oroome  v. 
Forrester,  5  M.  &  S.  314,  where  an  overseer  was  committed  to  gaol  until  he  had 
given  up  all  and  every  the  hooks,  concerning  his  office  of  overseer,  belonging  to 
the  parish,  the  information  mentioning  one  specific  book  only ;  Vol.  II.,  tit. 
Justices — Conviction. 
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the  defendant  had  no  jurisdiction.^  Upon  trespass  brought  against 
justices,  they  proved  a  conviction  by  them  of  the  plaintiff  for  a  mis- 
demeanor in  his  service  as  an  apprentice.  The  plaintiff,  in  order  to 
rebut  this,  offered  to  prove  that  the  indentures  had  previously  been 
avoided,  and  this  proof  being  rejected,.he  was  nonsuited.  Upon  mo- 
tion to  set  aside  the  nonsuit,  the  court  decided  that  upon  the  point  of 
jurisdiction  the  plaintiff  was  confined  to  such  objections  as  appeared  on 
the  face  of  the  conviction.'' 

*Upon  the  same  principle,  it  has  been  held  that  upon  an 
^  ^  indictment  for  assault  in  turning  the  prosecutor  out  of  a  col- 
lege, the  sentence  of  expulsion  is  conclusive  evidence  of  the  fact  of 
expulsion.^  And  that  a  sentence  of  deprivation  by  a  visitor  of  a  col- 
lege, is  conclusive  evidence  of  the  fact  of  such  deprivation  in  an  action 
of  ejectment  for  one  of  the  college  estates.'  Such  sentences  are, 
however,  impeachable  for  want  of  jurisdiction." 

Thirdly^  the  admissibility  of  a  judgment,  decree,  or  verdict,  is  to 
be  considered,  where  the  proceeding  is,  as  it  is  technically  called, 
in  rem.  In  such  case  it  may  be  evidence  against  one  who  was  not 
a  party  to  the  suit,  and  who  does  not  claim  in  privity  with  a  party. 
This  happens  where  a  court  exercises  a  peculiar  jurisdiction,  which 
enables  it  to  pronounce  on  the  nature  and  qualities  of  particular 
subject-matters  of  a  public  nature  and  interest,  independently  of  any 
private  party.* 

®  Gray  v.  Cookson,  16  East  21 ;  see  also  Mann  v.  Davers,  3  B.  &  A.  (5  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  103 ;  Taylor  v.  Clemson,  2  Q.  B.  (42  E.  C.  L.  R.)  1025 ;  Mould  v.  Wil- 
liams, 5  Q.  B.  (48  E.  C.  L.  R.)  469  j  and  1  M.  &  G.  (39  E.  C.  L.  R.)  591. 

^  Gray  v.  Cookson,  A  warrant  of  commitment  for  an  offence  summarily 
punishable  is  no  evidence  of  a  fact  recited  in  it,  although  necessary  to  give 
jurisdiction :  Stevens  v.  (Tlarke,  2  M.  &  Rob.  435.  If  the  warrant  were  in  effect 
a  conviction,  it  would  be  otherwise:  R,  v.  Richards,  5  Q.  B.  (48  £.  C.  L.  R.) 
926. 

'  R,  V.  Grundon,  Cowp.  315.  See  the  principle,  Reg,  v.  Governors  of  Dar- 
lington School,  6  Q.  B.  (51  E.  C.  L.  R.)  682. 

'  Phillips  V.  Bury,  Skinn.  447 ;  2  T.  R.  346 ;  1  Ld.  Raym.  5 ;  and  see  Dr. 
Patrick^ 8  case,  1  Lev,  65 ;  Case  of  New  College,  2  Lev.  14 :  Dr,  Widdrington^s' 
case,  1  Lev.  23 ;  R.  v.  Bishop  of  Chester,  1  W.  Bl.  22 ;  Rex  v.  Bishop  of  Efy, 
Ibid.  71. 

"  Doe  V.  Eaddon,  3  Doug.  (26  E.  G.  L.  R.)  310.  So,  although  the  sentences  of 
courts  martial  are  conclusive  in  actions  at  law,  yet  the  courts  of  law  will 
examine  whether  they  have  exceeded  their  jurisdiction :  Case  of  the  Ship 
Bounty,  1  East  313  ;  Grant  v.  Gould,  2  H.  BL  69 ;  Stratford's  case,  1  East  313 ; 
and  see  the  Mutiny  Acts. 

*  A  commission  of  bankruptcy  is  a  proceeding  to  which  all  the  world  are 
parties :  per  Lord  Ellenborough  in  Gervis  v.  Grand  Western  Canal  Co.,  5  M.  & 
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This  class  CDmprehends  cases  relating  to  marriage  and  bastardy, 
where  the  Ordinary  has  certified ;  sentences  relating  to  marriage  and 
testamentary  matters  in  the  Spiritual  Court;  decisions  of  Courts  of 
Admiralty,  judgments  of  condemnation  in  the  Exchequer  ;  and  adju- 
dications upon  questions  of  settlement."  The  general  rule  '''is  r* 079-1 
that  such  a  judgment,  sentence,  or  decree,  provided  it  be 
final  in  the  court  in  which  it  was  pronounced,  is  evidence  against  all 
the  world,  unless  it  can  be  impeached  on  the  ground  of  fraud  or  col- 
lusion.' This  seems  to  be  built  upon  one  or  both  of  the  following  con- 
siderations: first,  because  it  is  essential  to  the  practical  efficacy  of 
such  a  jurisdiction  that  its  judgments  should  be  binding  in  all  courts ; 
secondly,  because  all  who  are  interested  in  the  result  may  usually  be- 
come parties  to  the  proceeding. 

In  the  first  place  it  is  evidently  essential  to  the  exercise  of  a 
jurisdiction  of  this  nature  that  its  adjudications  upon  the  subject- 
matter  should  be  final,  not  only  in  the  courts  in  which  they  are  pro- 
nounced, but  in  all  other  courts  where  the  same  question  arises.  It 
would  not  only  be  inconsistent  that  the  decision  in  rem  should  not  be 
final  in  the  court  in  which  it  is  pronounced,  but,  from  the  nature  of 
the  subject-matter,  mischievous  and  inconvenient.  Although  the  par- 
ties who  are  in  a  greater  or  less  degree  afiected  by  the  consequences 
of  the  judgment  may  change,  the  subject-matter  is  immutable,  and 
therefore  the  decision  upon  it  ought  not  to  be  liable  to  be  disturbed. 
And  it  ought  to  be  binding  in  other  courts,  in  order  to  prevent  in- 
consistency, and  to  support  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  which 
that  sentence  has  been  pronounced ;  for  it  would  be  in  vain  for  a 
court,  like  those  enumerated,  of  exclusive  jurisdiction  to  decide,  if  its 
decisions  upon  the  subjec^ matter  were  to  be  wholly  disregarded. 

Secondly,  in  general  all  parties  really  interested  in  the  proceed- 
ing m  rem  may  usually  be  heard  in  assertion  of  their  rights. 
Where  a  question  of  marriage  or  bastardy  arises  in  the  courts  of 
common  law,  the  certificate  of  the  bishop,  when  returned  and 
entered  of  record,  is  binding,  not  only  on  the  parties  to  that  suit, 
but  upon  all  other  litigating  parties  between  whom  the  same  point 
arises.^    But  in  cases  of  bastardy,  the  stat.  9  Hen.  YI.,  c.  11,  spe- 

S.  78.  The  determination  of  the  Privy  Council  to  advise  the  Grown  to  grant  a 
petition  for  a  charter  under  1  Vict.  c.  76,  s.  49,  is  not  conclusive  as  to  its  validity ; 
liuiier  v.  Chapman,  8  M.  &  W.  1. 

•  B.  V.  PhiUips,  8  Q.  B.  (55  E.  C.  L.  R.)  745. 

«B.  N.  P.  244;  11  St.  Tr.  262. 

y  B.  N.  P.  245;  11  St.  Tr.  261 ;  2  Wils.  128  j  3  Bl.  Com.  335. 
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cially  *prov5de8  that  before  any  writ  of  certificate  shall  pass 
*-  -*  out  of  the  court  to  the  Ordinary,  a  remembrance,  reciting 
the  issue  joined,  shall  be  certified  to  the  chancellor,  and  that  there- 
upon proclamation  shall  be  made  in  Chancery  by  three  months,  once 
in  every  month,  to  the  intent  that  all  persons,  pretending  any 
interest  to  object  against  the  party  which  pretendeth  himself  to  be 
mulier,  be  before  the  Ordinary,  to  make  their  allegations  and  objec- 
tions, as  the  law  of  the  holy  church  requireth.  Now,  although  the 
immediate  object  of  this  statute  was  to  ensure  a  greater  degree  of 
publicity,  yet  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  it  did  not  afiect  the  proceeding 
before  the  Ordinary,  but  assumed  that  all  who  are  interested  will  be 
allowed  to  offer  their  allegations  before  him.  Whence,  perhaps,  it 
may  be  inferred,  that  in  all  such  cases  any  party  interested  is  en- 
titled to  insist  upon  his  objections  before  the  Ordinary.  With 
respect  to  the  proceedings  upon  an  original  suit  in  the  Exchequer, 
relating  to  the  seizure  and  condemnation  of  goods,'  and  also  to  suits 
in  the  Spiritual  Courts  and  Courts  of  Admiralty,  it  must  be  presumed 
that,  before  they  proceed  to  pass  a  final  decree  or  sentence,  such 
reasonable  notice  has  been  given  as  the  justice  of  the  case  requires. 
In  conformity  with  these  principles,  it  has  been  held  that  the 
certificate  of  the  Ordinary,  when  returned  to  the  Temporal  Court, 
is  conclusive  upon    all  parties,*  as   regards   civil  rights  at  least,^ 

'  In  an  action  for  goods  sold,  the  defendant  pleaded  that  the  goods,  which 
were  sweet  spirits  of  nitre,  had  been  compounded  of  spirits  illegally  distilled 
and  were  seized  while  in  his  possession  by  the  excise,  and  that  an  officer  having 
informed  the  Barons,  and  prayed  condemnation,  it  was  adjudged  by  the  Barons 
that  they  should  be  forfeited.  This  plea  was  held  insufficient,  it  being  very 
questionable  whether  the  spirits,  when  so  compounded,  were  liable  to  forfeiture, 
and  it  not  appearing  that  the  vendor  had  notice  of  the  seizure,  or  was  called 
upon  to  protect  the  property :  Bailey  v.  Harris,  12  Q.  B.  (64  E.  C.  L.  R.)  905. 

•  B.  N.  P.  245 ;  2  Wils.  128 ;  11  St.  Tr.  261 ;  Fitz.  Estopp.  282 ;  E.  v.  Rhodes, 
Leach  24. 

^  As  to  the  effect  of  such  a  judgment  in  a  criminal  case  the  law  is  thus 
stated,  by  De  Grey,  G.  J.,  in  The  Duchess  of  Kingston's  case:  "  Proceedings  in 
matters  of  crime,  and  especially  of  felony,  fall  under  a  different  consideration 
from  civil  suits,  first,  because  the  parties  are  not  the  same ;  for  the  King,  in 
whom  the  trust  of  prosecuting  public  offences  is  vested,  and  which  is  executed 
by  his  immediate  orders,  or  in  his  name  by  some  prosecutor,  is  no  party  to  such 
proceedings  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  and  cannot  be  admitted  to  defend  or 
examine  witnesses,  or  in  any  manner  intervene  or  appeal ;  seeondly,  such  doc- 
trines would  tend  to  give  the  Spiritual  Courts,  which  are  not  permitted  to  exer- 
cise any  judicial  cognizance  in  matters  of  crime,  an  immediate  influence  in 
trials  for  offences,  and  to  draw  the  decision  from  the  course  of  the  common  law, 
to  which  it  solely  and  peculiarly  belongs.    The  ground  of  the  judicial  powers 
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r*^741   ^P^"  questions  of  bastardy  and  ^marriage.     So  the  grant  of 
a  probate  in  the  Spiritual  Court  is  conclusive  evidence  against 
all  as  to  the  title  to  personalty,  and  to  all  rights  incident  to  the  char- 
acter of  an  executor  or  Administrator.*'     So  is  a  sentence  in  the 

given  to  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  is  merely  of  a  spiritual  consideration,  .pro 
eorrectiane  morum  et  pro  salute  animas.  They  are  therefore  addressed  to  the 
conscience  of  the  party.  But  one  great  object  of  the  temporal  jurisdiction  is 
tlie  public  peace,  and  crimes  against  the  public  peace  are  wholly  and  in  all 
their  parts  of  temporal  cognizance  alone.  A  felony  by  common  law  was  also 
80.  A  felony  by  statute  became  so  at  the  moment  of  its  institution.  The  Tem- 
poral Courts  alone  can  expound  the  law  and  judge  of  the  crime  and  its  proofs ; 
in  doing  so  they  must  see  with  their  own  eyes,  and  try  by  their  own  rules,  that 
is,  by  the  common  law ;  it  is  the  trust  and  sworn  duty  of  their  office." 

It  is  observable  that  in  The  Duchess  of  Kingston^ s  case,  the  judgment  given 
in  evidence  was  not  a  judgment  in  rem.  It  has,  however,  been  seen  that  upon 
an  indictment  against  one  as  accessory  to  a  felony,  the  conviction  of  the  princi- 
pal, although  in  other  respects  conclusive  as  to  his  attainder,  is  at  most  but 
primd  facie  evidence  against  the  accessory.  The  rule,  therefore,  as  laid  down 
by  C.  J.  De  Grey,  may  perhaps  in  like  manner  be  regarded  as  an  exception  in 
fav'jrem  vitce,  on  the  same  footing  with  the  case  of  the  accessory,  without  further 
impeaching  the  accuracy  of  that  part  of  the  judgment.  See  further  on  this 
subject,  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Poltoakt. 

•  Roll.  Abr.  638 ;  4  T.  R.  258 ;  U  St.  Tr.  218 ;  3  T.  R.  130;  Roll.  Abr.  678 ; 
Noel  V.  Wells,  1  Lev.  235 ;  1  Ld.  Raym.  262.  Even  in  an  indictment  for  perjury, 
to  prove  that  A.  made  his  will  and  appointed  B,  his  executor,  although  the  will 
applied  as  well  to  real  as  to  personal  property :  B.  v.  Turner,  2  C.  &  K.  (61  £. 
G.  L.  R.)  732.  Payment  of  money  to  an  executor  who  has  obtained  probate  of 
a  forged  will,  is  a  discharge  to  the  debtor  of  an  intestate :  Allen  v.  Dundas,  3  T. 
R.  125. 

^  The  English  doctrine,  that  a  probate  of  a  will  is  conclusive  only  as  to  personal 
property,  rests  on  the  ground  that  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  have  no  jurisdiction 
of  real  property:  see  1  Gall.  623  ;  10  Wheat.  468,  and  oases  cited  1  Pick.  241. 
But  in  all  the  Now  England  States,  in  Pennsylvania  and  North  Carolina,  and 
probably  in  some  other  States,  the  probate  courts  have  jurisdiction  of  wills  in 
respect  to  property  both  personal  and  real.  And  it  has  been  decided  in 
Connecticut,  Massachusetts  and  North  Carolina,  that  the  probate  of  a  will  is 
conclusive  with  regard  to  lands  devised,  as  it  is  with  regard  to  chattels  :  Bush 
▼.  Sheldon,  1  Day  170 ;  Judson  et  uz,  v.  Lake,  3  Day  318 ;  Dublin  v.  Chadboume, 
16  Mass.  433 ;  Stanley  v.  Kean,  Tayl.  93.  In  Rhode  Island  the  probate  was 
formerly  considered  conclusive  only  as  to  personal  property ;  but  in  Spencer  et 
ux.  V.  Spencer,  1  Qall.  622,  Mr.  Justice  Story  intimated  very  clearly  that  this 
was  erroneous  and  ought  to  be  corrected :  see  also  Smith  v.  Fenner,  1  Gall.  171, 
174.  In  Pennsylvania,  however,  the  probate  although  conclusive  as  to  the 
personalty  was  held  to  be  only  primd  facie  evidence  as  to  the  realty ;  and 
the  party  who  is  dissatisfied  may  have  the  title  tried  in  ejectment :  Coates  v. 
Hughes,  3  Bitfn.  498  ;  Spangler  v.  Bambler,  4  S.  &  R.  193 ;  Logan  v.  Watt  et  al., 
5  S.  &  R.  212.  The  law  of  Maryland,  as  to  evidence  of  the  probate  of  a  will  of 
23 
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r*3751  *Sp'^^*''^*^  Court  of  nullity  of  marriage/  when  the  decision 
in  the  court  itself  is  direct  and  final.  Accordingly,  where 
the  wife,  de  factOj  of  T.  was  libelled  in  the  Spiritual  Court  by  J,  S. 
for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  a  pre-contract  with  him,  upon  which  the 
court  dissolved  the  marriage,  although  T.,  the  husband  de  facto^  was 
no  party  to  the  suit,  it  was  held  that  he  was  bound  by  the  sentence, 
and  that  the  issue  of  the  second  marriage  of  the  wife  with  J,  S.  was 
legitimate/  ^  So  where  0.  K.  had  issue  M.  K.  by  O.  S.  his  wife  de 
factOy  and  after  a  sentence  of  nullity  of  marriage,  (7.  K.  married 
F.y  and  they  had  issue  JE,  K,j  it  was  held,  upon  the  death  of  O.  K.^ 
that  so  long  as  the  sentence  of  nullity  stood  unreversed,  M,  K.j  the 

^  Bunting  v.  Lqnngwdl,  4  Co.  29  ;  Kenn's  case^  7  Co.  41 ;  Hatfield  v.  Eatfidd^ 
Str.  961 ;  Da  Costa  v.  VUla  Real,  Ibid. ;  Jonea  v.  Bow,  Carth.  225  ;  Hervey'9 
case,  20  How.  St.  Tr.  395. 

•  Bunting  v.  Lepingwell,  4  Co.  29. 

lands,  in  an  action  of  ejectment  is  the  same  with  the  common  law  of  England : 
Smith's  Lessee  v.  Steele,  1  Har.  &  Mcllen.  419 ;  Darby* a  Lessee  v.  Mayer  et  al,, 
10  Wheat.  470.  So  also  as  it  seems  is  the  law  of  Soath  Carolina :  see  Howell  v. 
House,  2  Rep.  Const.  Ct.  80.  In  Massachusetts,  the  filing  and  recording  in  a 
probate  court  of  that  State,  of  a  copy  of  a  will  originally  proved  and  allowed  in 
any  other  State  or  country,  according  to  the  provisions  of  stat.  1785,  c.  12,  is  of 
the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  the  original  will  had  been  there :  Dublin  v. 
Chadboume,  ubi  sup.  In  Kentucky,  a  will  not  proved  and  recorded  there,  has 
been  held  not  be,  as  such,  admissible  evidence  for  a  devisee,  though  it  has  been 
proved  and  recorded  in  another  State  :  Carmichal  v.  Elmendorf,  4  Bibb  484 ; 
Morgan  v.  Qaines,  3  Marsh.  614.  Such  will,  however,  has  been  there  admitted 
in  evidence  as  an  unrecorded  deed,  upon  proof  of  the  requisites  of  a  good  will 
under  the  statute  of  that  State :  Hood  v.  Mathers,  2  Marsh.  555 ;  Bowman  v. 
Bartlett,  3  Marsh.  69 ;  and  see  Elmendorf  v.  Carmichal,  3  Litt.  479.  In  Ten- 
nessee, the  probate  of  a  will  of  lands  in  .another  State  is  not  evidence  in  an 
ejectment  for  lands  in  Tennessee :  Darby^s  Lessee  v.  Mayer  et  ah,  ubi  sup.  A 
statute  of  the  State  of  New  York  provides  a  mode  of  proving  and  recording  wills 
in  the  Supreme  Court  or  a  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  and  makes  a  transcript  of 
the  record,  certified  by  the  clerk  and  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  court,  as 
effectual  in  all  cases  as  the  original  will.  But  such  proof  and  record  have  been 
held  not  to  be  conclusive  upon  the  heir,  who  may  still  impeach  the  validity  of 
the  will:  Jackson  v.  Rumsey,  3  Johns.  Cas.  234 ;  1  Phil.  £v.  434*,  note  to  3d 
Amer.  ed.  M. 

'  If  a  husband  leave  his  wife  or  a  wife  her  husband,  and  remove  into  another 
State  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  divorce,  and  a  divorce  is  there  decreed  on 
grounds  which  would  not  authorise  it  by  the  law  of  the  Statft  where  the 
marriage  was  contracted  and  the  parties  cohabited;  such  decree  is  void  in 
the  latter  State,  and  will  be  treated  as  a  nullity,  whether  the  question  arises 
collaterally  or  in  a  suit  by  the  wife  to  enforce  the  allowance  of  alimony :  Jaeh- 
son  V.  Jackson,  1  Johns.  424;  Borden  v.  Fiteh,  15  Johns.  121;  Hanoter^^. 
Turner,  14  Mass.  227 ;  see  also  Barber  v.  Root,  10  Mass.  260.  M. 
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• 

issue  of  the  first  marriage,  was  a  bastard/  Although  neither  the 
sentence  of  a  Spiritual  Court,  nor  of  any  other  court,  can  be  evi- 
dence upon  a  subject  beyond  its  jurisdiction/  yet  if  the  matter  be 
within  its  jurisdiction,  it  is  evidence  to  all  purposes,  although  not 
within  the  jurisdiction.  Therefore,  in  an  action  of  trespass,  a  sen- 
tence of  deprivation  in  the  Spiritual  Court,  on  the  ground  of  simony, 
was  allowed  to  be  read,  notwithstanding  the  objection  taken  that  a 
freehold  interest  of  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  be  concluded  by  what 
was  done  in  the  Spiritual  Court.  For  the  court  said  that  the  Spir- 
itual Court  did  not  oust  him  of  his  freehold,  but  the  ouster  was  the 
consequence  of  the  sentence.^ 

Sentence  in  a  jactitation  suit,  as  it  seems,  is  not  admissible  evi- 
dence of  marriage  in  a  Temporal  Court,  unless  it  be  '^'be-  r^tcO'Tgi 
tween  the  same  parties  ;^  at  all  events  it  is  not  conclusive. 
In  J(me9  y.  Bow^  where  the  plaintiff  in  ejectment  claimed  through 
the  issue  of  Robert  Cart  and  Isabella  Jones^  it  was  held  that  a  sen- 
tence in  the  Arches  in  a  jactatition  suit,  by  which  it  was  decreed 
that  there  was  no  marriage  between  them,  was  a  conclusive  bar  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  estopped  him  from  going  into  any  proof  of  mar- 
riage, unless  he  could  show  that  the  sentence  had  been  repealed. 
The  decision,  however,  is  open  to  the  objection  that  in  a  jactitation 
suit  the  question  of  marriage  arises  collaterally  and  not  directly^  and 
that  it  is  not  final.  In  the  case  of  Hiliard  y.  Phaly,^  it  was  held, 
that  proceedings  in  the  Spiritual  Court  against  the  father  for  incon- 
tinency  with  the  mother,  could  not  be  given  in  evidence  against  a 
child  of  the  marriage  claiming  by  descent  from  the  father."  And 
certainly  such  eyidence  could  not  be  considered  as  conclusiye,  be- 
cause the  marriage  was  not  directly  in  issue.     In  Blachham's  ca%e^ 

'  KtntCn  case,  7  Go.  41. 

«  Betsworihy.  Betswarth,  Sty.  10;  12  Vin.  Abr.  128. 

*  Phillips  V.  Crawley,  Freem.  84,  pi.  103 ;  12  Vin.  Abr.  128.  Note,  the  court 
wonld  not  allow  the  proofs  in  the  Spiritual  Court  to  be  read,  because  it  was  not 
a  court  of  record. 

*  Infra,  p.  378,  note  (s). 

*  Carth.  225,  226 ;  12  Vin.  Abr.  128. 
>  8  Mod.  180. 

*■  The  reason  which  is  assigned  is,  that  such  proceedings  could  not  affect  the 
tide  to  lands.*  King,  Lord  Chancellor,  thought  that  the  sentence  in  the  Spiritual 
Court  carried  on  in  a  regular  suit,  and  in  the  lifetime  of  the  parties,  that  they 
were  guilty  of  fornication,  and  the  payment  of  commutation  money  by  the 
father,  was  strong  evidence  to  show  that  there  was  no  marriage,  and  he  thought 
it  hard  that  it  should  be  excluded. 

■  1  Salk.  290. 
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ifc  was  expressly  held,  that  although  a  matter  directly  decided  by 
the  Spiritaal  Court  could  not  be  controverted,  yet  that  the  rule  did 
not  extend  to  any  collateral  matter  to  be  inferred  from  their  sentence. 
A  jactitation  suit  is  founded  merely  on  a  supposed  defamation, 
and  involves  no  matrimonial  question,  unless  the  defendant  plead  a 
marriage ;  and  whether  it  continues  a  matrimonial  cause  throughout, 
or  ceases  to  be  so  on  failure  of  proving  a  marriage,  still  the  sen- 
tence has  only  a  negative .  and  qualified  effect,  viz.,  that  the  party 
r*^ni  has  failed  in  *his  proof,  and  that  the  libellant  is  free  from 
matrimonial  contract,  as  far  as  yet  appears,  leaving  it  open 
to  new  proofs  of  the  same  marriage  in  the  same  cause,  or  to  any 
other  proofs  of  that  or  any  other  marriage  in  another  cause.  And 
if  such  sentence  is  no  plea  to  a  new  suit  in  the  Ecclesiastical  (]!onrt, 
and  is  not  conclusive  there,  it  cannot  conclude  another  court  which 
receives  the  sentence  from  going  into  new  proofs  to  make  out  that 
or  any  other  marriage.^  The  sentence  in  a  jactitation  suit  is,  there- 
fore, neither  a  direct  nor  a  conclusive  sentence  as  to  any  marriage: 
consequently,  as  it  is  not  a  proceeding  in  rem,  it  appears  on  gene- 
ral principles  to  be  inadmissible  evidence  to  prove  or  disprove  a 
marriage  in  a  proceeding  in  any  other  court.  In  The  Duchess  of 
Kingston's  case^  where  such  a  sentence  was  offered  by  the  defendant 
on  a  charge  of  polygamy  to  disprove  the  first  marriage,  the  judges 
held  that  such  a  sentence,  even  admitting  it  to  be  evidence  at  all  in 
a  criminal  proceeding,  was  not  conclusive  evidence,  and  that  at  all 
events  its  effects  might  be  avoided  by  proof  of  fraud  or  collusion*^ 
In  the  case  of  Itobins  v.  Oruchley^  the  plaintiff  having  brought  a  writ 
of  dower,  the  defendants  pleaded  ne  ungues  accouple  ;  the  replication 
alleged  that  Sir  TT.  Wolseley  libelled  the  plaintiff  in  the  Spiritual 
Court,  as  his  wife,  charging  her  with  adultery  with  Robins  (as  whose 
widow  she  claimed),  and  praying  a  divorce;  and  that  she  pleaded 
that  she  was  the  wife  of  Robins^  and  then  set  forth  the  sentence  of 
the  court  that  she  was  the  wife  of  Robins.  The  defendants  demur- 
red ;  and  after  two  arguments,  the  court  held  the  plea  to  be  bad ; 
and  this  judgment  seems  to  have  been  founded  not  merely  on  the  con* 
sideration  that  the  bishop  could  not  be  ousted  of  his  jurisdiction  by 
this  plea,  but  also  on  the  ground  that  such  a  decree  could  not  be 
pleaded  in  bar  at  all  against  a  stranger.     Willes,  C.  J.,  said,^  no  de- 

•  20  How.  St.  Tr.  356. 

^  B.  V.  Dttchess  of  Kingston,  20  How.  St  Tr.  355.     As  to  the  oonstruction  of 
statate  1  Jac.  I.  c.  11,  see  Poltoakt. 
«  2  Wilfl.  124. 
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terminations  in  the  high  courts  ^teaching  lands  shall  bind  r^eOTo-i 
strangers ;  much  less  ought  a  sentence  in  the  Spiritual 
Court,  to  which  Mr.  Robins  was  no  party,  to  bind  his  heirs.  And 
Clive,  J.,  said,'  ^^  Robins  was  no  party  to  the  suit ;  and  why  the  sen- 
tence should  bind  his  heirs  I  cannot  conceive ;  it  is  mere  matter  of 
evidence.""  So  upon  an  indictment  for  forging  a  will,  it  may  be 
now  proved  that  the  will  was  a  forgery,  notwithstanding  the  probate,* 
although  the  contrary  was  once  held.*^ 

So  a  judgment  of  condemnation  in  the  Exchequer  is  conclusive 
upon  all,*  not  only  as  to  the  right  of  the  Crown  to  the  condemned 
property,  but  also  in  justification  of  the  ofScer  who  seized  it,  where 
the  only  question  is,  whether  it  w^  forfeited  or  not.^  But  a  convic- 
tion in  a  penalty  for  adulterating  spirits,  which  does  not  operate  in 
rem^  is  not  evidence  between  other  parties.  Such  a  conviction  is  not 
evidence  for  the  defendant  in  an  action  for  the  price  of  spirits  sold, 
in  proof  of  their  adulteration,'  and  is  not  evidence  of  the  facts  stated 
on  another  charge  in  respect  of  the  same  goods,  founded  on  '''a 
different  statute.*  In  the  case  of  Cook  v.  ShoU^^  indeed.  Lord  ^  ^ 
Kenyon  expressed  an  opinion,  that  an  acquittal  in  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer, upon  a  seizure  made  for  want  of  a  permit,  was  conclusive 

'  2  Wils.  124. 

'  It  was  intimated  by  Willes,  C.  J.,  and  Bathurst,  J.,  that  the  sentence  was 
not  conclusive,  because  it  was  not  final  even  between  the  parti es,  who  might 
(according  tn  Oughton)  at  any  time  apply  to  have  it  reversed ;  and  that  the 
court  would  not  be  bound  by  the  sentence  of  a  Spiritual  Court,  which  was  not 
binding  even  in  that  court.  Note  also,  the  court  said,  that  the  sentence  might 
possibly  be  evidence  before  the  bishop. 

*  jB.  v.  Buttery  and  another,  Old  Bailey,  May  6  1818 ;  B,  v.  Crihson,  Lane. 
Summer  Ass.  1802,  cor.  Lord  Ellenborough  ;  2  Pothier,  by  Evans,  356. 

'■^.  V.  Vincent,  Str.  481. 

*  ScoU  V.  Shearman,  Bl.  977 ;  11  St.  Tr.  218.  See  per  Lord  Kenyon,  Oeyer 
V.  Aguilar,  7  T.  R.  696 ;  Evans's  Observations,  2  Pothier  356. 

7  Ibid.  And  qucere.  Whether  such  a  condemnation  is  conclusive  against  third 
persons,  save  as  to  the  fact  that  the  goods  are  forfeited,  and  even  then  if  the 
judgment  bo  by  default?  Bail*^  v.  Harris,  12  Q,  B.  (64  E.  C.  L.  R.)  905.  If 
the  ground  of  condemnation  be  illegal  on  the  face  of  it,  the  judgment  is  not 
conclusive:  Ibid. 

*  Hart  V.  Maenamara,  cor,  Gibbs,  G.  J.,  4  Price  154.  See  also  5  Price  195  ; 
and  Bailey  v.  Harris,  ante,  p.  373,  note  (z). 

^  AUomey-Gen,  v.  King,  5  Price  195. 

^  5  T.  R.  255.  The  question  reserved  upon  the  trial  being  upon  the  construo- 
tion  of  the  permit,  and  not  on  the  point  whether  the  determination  in  the  Ex- 
chequer was  conclusive,  a  verdict  was  entered  for  the  defendant.  And  see  12 
Vin.  Abr.,  A.  b.  22. 
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evidence  in  an  action  for  the  seizure,  that  the  permit  was  regular,  and 
precluded  all  question  upon  the  construction  of  the  permit.  It  is, 
however,  observable,  that  the  case  was  decided  on  a  collateral  ground, 
and  that  on  the  second  mention  of  the  case  the  court  seemed  to  think 
that  question  open  to  discussion,  and  wished  the  parties  would  consent 
to  have  it  put  upon  the  record/  ^ 

It  has  been  seen  that  a  condemnation  by  commissioners  of  excise  is 
fiual."^  Although  in  one  case  this  was  doubted.  So  the  judgment  of 
commissioners  of  taxes  on  an  appeal,  is  final  in  an  action  of  trespass 
against  the  officer  for  levying.* 

A  conviction  in  rem  is  evidence,  although  obtained  by  the  evidence 
of  the  very  party  who  seeks  to  u^  it.' 

Inquisitions  of  lunacy  are  admissible  but  not  conclusive  evidence 
when  the  question  is  as  to  the  state  of  the  party's  mind.' 
L         J        *Upon  the  same  principles,**  adjudications  in  the  Courts 

^  Supra^  note  (b).  A  mere  acquittal,  it  has  been  seen  {supra^  p.  361),  stands 
on  a  very  different  footing  as  to  its  effect  in  evidence  from  a  conviction ;  it  may 
have  resulted  from  collateral  causes,  independent  of  the  merits ;  and  in  such  a 
case  it  may  be  doubted  whether  the  general  principle,  that  a  man  is  not  to  be 
concluded  by  a  proceeding  to  which  he  was  no  party,  is  superseded  by  the 
peculiar  principles  which  give  effect  to  judgments  in  rem, 

*  Supra,  p.  348,  Fuller  v.  Fotchj  Garth.  346.  And  see  Terry  v.  Huntington, 
Hardr.  483 ;  Lane  v.  Hegberg,  B.  N.  P.  19 ;  Brown  v.  BulUn,  1  Doug.  407 ; 
Radnor  v.  Reave,  2  B.  &  P.  391 ;  Henshaw  v.  Pleasance,  2  Bl.  1174. 

•  Patchett  v.  Bancroft  and  others,  7  T.  R.  367 ;  B.  N.  P.  244.  See  also,  5  Price 
202. 

^  Davis  V.  Nest,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  167. 

<  In  debt  on  bond  against  executors  of  obligor,  an  inquisition  finding  that  the 
testator  was  a  lunatic,  without  lucid  intervals,  at  the  period  of  the  execution  of 
the  bond,  is  admissible,  though  not  conclusive  evidence :  Faidder  v.  Silk,  3 
Gamp.  126 ;  Frank  v.  Frank,  2  M.  &  Rob.  314 ;  see  also  Surgeson  v.  Sealy,  2 
Atk.  412.    Vol.  II.,  tit.  Wills. 

^  **  From  the  time  of  Lord  Hale  down  to  the  present  period,  it  has  been 
clearly  settled  that  a  sentence  of  condemnation  in  the  Gourt  of  Admiralty, 
'  where  it  proceeds  on  the  ground  of  enemy^s  property,  is  conclusive  that  the 
property  belongs  to  enemies,  and  not  only  for  the  immediate  purpose  of  such 
sentence,  but  is  binding  in  all  courts  and  against  all  persons.  The  sentence  of 
the  Gourt  of  Admiralty  proceeding  in  rem  must  bind  all  parties,  must  bind  all 

'  So  a  decree  of  restitution  in  the  District  Gourt  of  the  United  States,  of  a 
vessel  which  had  been  seized  by  revenue  officers,  is  conclusive  evidence,  in  an 
action  by  the  owner  against  the  oC^cers,  that  the  seizure  was  illegal:  Galston  ei 
al.  V.  Hoyt,  13  Johns.  561 ;  3  Wheat.  246.  There  is  no  distinction  as  to  the 
conclusiveness  of  a  sentence  operating  in  rem  between  a  condemnation  and  an 
acquittal ;  the  rule  of  evidence  is  reciprocal :  Ibid. ;  see  also  12  Yin.  Ab.,  A.  b. 
22 ;  The  Bennett,  1  Dodson  180.  M. 
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of  Admiralty,  whether  domestic'  or  foreign,*  upon  prize  questions, 
heing  decisions  of  an  exclusive  jurisdiction  operating  in  rem^  are 
conclusive  evidence  upon  the  matters  which  they  decide,'  when  the 
same  points  arise  incidentally  in  other  courts ;  whether  they  involve 
questions  as  to  the  right  of  property,  as  in  actions  of  trover;"  or  the 
questions  of  compliance  or  non-compliance  with  warranties  in  actions 
on  policies  of  assurance;  and  even  although  it  appear  that  the  court 
has  acted  on  peculiar  rules  of  evidence  and  presumptions  which  are 
not  consistent  with  general  principles.*^ ' 

• 

the  world/*  By  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in  KindersUy  v.  Chasej  at  the  Cock- 
pit, 1801,  Park  on  Insurance  743. 

»  2  East  473 ;  Gei/er  v.  Aguilar,  7  T.  R.  681 ;  GarreU  v.  Kensington,  8  T.  R. 
230 ;  Baring  v.  Royal  Exchange  Assurance,  5  East  99 ;  Le  Caux  v.  Eden,  2 
Doug.  d06 ;  Kindersley  v.  Chase,  Park,  Ins.  743. 

^  Hughes  v.  Cornelius,  2  Show.  232 ;  2  Dong.  575 ;  Burrows  v.  Jemino,  2  Str. 
733 ;  Roach  v.  Garvan,  1  Yes.  157 ;  Eyre,  C.  J.,  observations,  2  H.  Bl.  410. 
Bat  the  sentence  must  be  given  either  in  the  belligerent  courts  or  in  that  of  a 
co-belligerent  or  ally,  by  a  court  constituted  according  to  the  law  of  nations  :  8 
T.  R.  270 ;  Havdoek  v.  Rochoood,  8  T.  R.  268 ;  Donaldson  v.  Thompson,  1 
Camp.  429. 

'  Barzillay  v.  Letms,  Park,  Ins.  725 ;  that  the  property  was  neutral :  Baring 
▼.  Clagpelt,  3  B.  &  P.  201 ;  Saloucd  y.  Woodmasy  3  Doug.  (26  E.  C.  L.  R.)  345 ; 
that  it  was  enemy's  property,  Park,  Ins.  725,  727. 

"*  Ibid.  Per  Ghambre,  J.,  in  Lothian  v.  Henderson,  3  B.  &  P.  513 ;  Baring  v. 
Claggett,  3  B.  &  P.  214. 

■  BoUon  V.  Gladstone,  5  East  155 ;  5  East  99 ;  2  Taunt.  85. 

^  This  doctrine  is  recognized  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in 
Massachusetts,  Connecticut  and  South  Carolina:  Craudson  et  aL  v.  Leonard,  4 
Cranch  434 ;  Baxter  y.  New  England  Marine  Ins.  Co,,  6  Mass.  277  ;  7  Id.  275 ; 
Steward  y.  Warner,  1  Day  142;  Brown  v.  Union  his,  Co,,  4  Id.  179  ;  Campbell 
▼.  Williamson,  2  Bay  237  *,  Groning  y.  Union  Ins,  Co,,  1  N.  &  McC.  537.  The 
Supreme  Courts  of  New  York  and  Pennsylvania  also  adopted  the  same  doctrine ; 
Vandenheuvel  v.  U,  S,  Ins.  Co,,  2  Johns.  Cas.  125 ;  Dempsey  v.  Ins.  Co,  of  Penn- 
sylvania,  1  Binn.  209 ;  note  4  Yeates  119,  s.  c.  But  in  the  former  State,  a  con- 
trary doctrine  was  established  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Errors,  2  Johns.  Cas. 
451 ;  and  in  the  latter,  the  legislature  have  enacted  that  no  sentence  of  a  foreign 
prize  court  shall  be  conclusive  evidence  of  anything  therein  contained,  except 
of  the  acts  and  doings  of  such  tribunal :  Act  of  March  29th,  1809,  5  Sm.  Laws 
49.  The  sentence  of  a  foreign  court  of  admiralty  or  other  foreign  tribunal,  is 
not  regarded  as  conclusive  evidence  by  the  courts  of  Virginia :  Bourke  v.  Gran- 
herry,  1  Gilm.  16.  The  doctrine  of  the  conclusiveness  of  foreign  prize  courts  is 
BOt  novel,  nor  does  it  take  its  origin  in  an  incorrect  extension  of  the  principle 
in  Hughes  v.  Cornelius  (2  Show.  232,  2  Dougl.  575),  but  is  coeval  with  the  species 
of  contract  to  which  it  is  applied,  and  results  from  the  application  of  the  same 
legal  principle  which  prevails  in  respect  to  domestic  judgments  and  sentences 
of  foreign  courts  ]  per  Washington,  J.,  Croudson  et  al,  v.  Leonard,  uhi  sup.    The 
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*  Accordingly*  it  has  been  held  that  a  sentence  of  condem- 
^  -*  nation  by  a  French  Court  of  Admiralty,  during  a  war  between 
England  and  France,  is  conclusive  evidence  to  show  that  the  ship  was 
not  Swedish.''  So  a  sentence  of  condemnation  is  conclusive  evidence 
to  show  that  a  ship  was  not  neutral,  if  that  appear  to  have  been  the 
ground  of  condemnation.'^  So  a  condemnation  of  a  ship  at  Malaga, 
on  the  ground,  inter  aliay  that  the  ship  was  English,  was  held  to  be 
conclusive  evidence  that  she  was  not  neutral/  And  whenever  the 
sentence  states  the  facts  upon  which  the  condemnation  was  grounded, 
it  is  conclusive  as  to  those  facts ;'  as  where  the  ship  is  condemned  on 
the  ground,  that  she  was  enemy's  property.^  And  where  the  ground 
of  condemnation  is  doubtful,  the  court  will  look  into  the  proceedings 
to  ascertain  the  grounds  of  the  sentence,^  and  will  act  upon  the  grounds 
of  that  decision,  provided  they  can  be  distinctly  ascertained.' 
^         -■   But  such  a  ^judgment  must  decide  the  point  distinctly:  the 

•  Burrows  v.  Jemino^  2  Str.  732 ;  Roach  v.  Garvan,  1  Ves.  157.  Eyre,  C.  J., 
observations,  2  H.  Bl.  410;  contra,  Walker  v.  Witter ,  1  Doag.  1. 

p  B.  N.  P.  244 ;  2  Show.  232. 

4  Bemardi  y.  Motteux,  Doag.  554 ;  Calvert  v.  Bovill,  7  T.  R.  523. 
'  Oddy  y.  Bovill,  2  East  473. 

'  Christie  y.  Secretan,  8  T.  R.  192 ;  Marshal  v.  Parker,  2  Camp.  69  ;  Everth  v. 
Hannam,  2  Marsh.  72 ;  Fisher  y.  OgU,  1  Gamp.  418. 

*  3  Bos.  &  Pul.  525 ;  Doug.  574. 

"  3  Bos.  &  Pul.  525 ;  Bolton  y.  Gladstone,  5  East  155 ;  Baring  y.  Royal  Ea> 
change  Assurance  Company,  5  East  99.  If  a  ship  be  condemned  generally  as 
lawful  prize,  no  special  ground  being  stated,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  it  pro- 
ceeded on  the  ground  that  the  property  was  that  of  enemies :  Saloucci  y.  Wood- 
mas,  3  Doug.  (26  E.  G.  L.  R.)  345;  Kindersley  y.  Chase,  Park,  Ins.  743. 

«  Kindersley  y.  Chase,  Cock-pit  1801,  Park  on  Ins.  743 ;  Sir  Will.  Scott's  ob- 
servations on  the  case  of  Pollard  v.  Bell,  Ibid.  Where  the  sentence  of  condem- 
nation of  a  foreign  prize-court,  for  breach  of  blockade,  was  expressed  with  so 
much  ambiguity  as  to  render  it  impossible  to  ascertain  the  real  ground  on  which 
it  proceeded ;  held,  that  the  court  was  at  liberty,  upon  the  evidence  given  at  the 
trial  in  an  action  on  the  policy,  to  determine  whether  such  violation  of  the 
blockade  did  take  place  or  not ;  held  also,  that  a  voyage  described  in  the  policy 
as  to  B,,  but  if  advised  of  a  blockage  continuing,  then  to  M.  V,,  was  not  illegal  • 
Dalgleish  v.  Hodgson,  7  Bing.  (20  E.  C.  L.  R.)  495;  and  see  Naylor  v.  Taylorf 
9  B.  &  C.  (17  E.  C.  L.  R.)  718;  The  Shepherdess,  5  Rob.  Adm.  R.  262;  Homeyer 
V.  Lushington,  3  Camp.  89;  Bemardi  v.  Motteux,  Doug.  581. 

sentence  of  a  prize  court,  however,  is  not  conclusive  to  establish  any  particular 
fact,  without  which  the  sentence  may  have  been  rightly  pronoanced :  Haley  v. 
Shattuck,  3  Cranch  488 ;  see  Fitzsimmons  v.  Newport  Ins,  Co,,  4  Cranoh  185 ; 
Maryland  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wood,  6  Cranch  29 ;  The  Mary,  9  Cranch  126 ;  Calhoun  v. 
Ins.  Co,  of  Pennsylvania,  1  Bin.  293 ;  and  Oalbraith  v.  Orade,  there  cited ;  1 
HalPs  Law  Journal  139,  148.  M. 
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intention  of  the  court  to  decide  the  point  is  not  to  be  collected  by  in- 
ference or  argament,  bnt  bj  specific  affirmation  '/  and  even  to  this  ex- 
tent such  decisions  have  not  without  considerable  reluctance  been  held 
to  be  conclusive.'  If  the  facts  disclosed  do  not  warrant  the  sentence, 
it  will  not,  as  to  them,  be  conclusive.* 

So  if  the  sentence  has  not  decided  the  question  of  property,  nor 
declared  whether  it  be  neutral,  but  has  condemned  the  property  as 
prize  on  a  different  ground,  e.  ^.,  of  a  foreign  ordinance  against  the 
law  of  nations,  the  sentence,  although  conclusive  on  the  question  of 
prize  or  no  prize,  would  not  be  so  on  the  question  of  neutrality.^ 
Such  a  sentence  is  not  admissible,  unless  it  be  that  of  a  court,  consti- 
tuted according  to  the  law  of  nations,  exercising  its  functions  in  the 
belligerent  country,  or  in  the  country  of  a  co-belligerent  or  ally"  in 
the  war. 

Such  a  sentence  is  binding,  not  only  on  the  parties  to  the  foreign 
suit,  but  in  all  courts  and  on  all  persons.*^  The  admissibility  of  such 
evidence  seems  to  extend  to  all  ^decisions  of  foreign  courts  r^tcooo-i 
of  competent  jurisdiction  which  operate  in  rem,* 

So  orders  of  justices  on  questions  of  settlement,  not  appealed  against,' 
or  when  confirmed  at  sessions,  are  conclusive  against  all,'  as  to  all 

7  Per  Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J.,  in  Fiaher  v.  Ogle,  Park  on  Ins.  554  *,  1  Camp. 
C.  418.     Per  Tindal,  C.  J.,  Dalgleish  v.  Hodgson,  7  Bing.  (20  £.  G.  L.  R.)  504. 

*  See  Lord  Ellenboroagh's  observations,  Ibid. 

*  Calvert  v.  BoviU^  7  T.  R.  523 ;  Pollard  v.  Bdl,  8  T.  R.  444 ;  see  also  Bird  v. 
Appleton,  8  T.  R.  562;  Bolton  v.  Gladstone,  2  Taunt.  85 ;  2  Camp.  154.  If  the 
grounds  of  the  decision  do  not  at  all  appear,  gu. 

*  FoUard  v.  Bell,  8  T.  R.  444 ;  BaHng  v.  Claggett,  3  B.  4;  P.  215 ;  Bird  v. 
Appleton,  8  T.  R.  562. 

*  Oddy  v.  Bovillj  2  East  473;  And,  therefore,  a  sentence  pronounced  by  the 
authority  of  a  capturing  power,  within  the  dominions  of  a  neutral  country,  to 
which  the  prize  has  been  taken,  is  illegal,  and  inadmissible  to  falsify  the  war- 
rants of  neutrality :  Haoelock  v.  Eockwood,  8  T.  R.  268  •,  The  Flad  Oyen,  8  T.  R- 
270 ;  Donaldson  v.  Thompson,  1  Camp.  429. 

'  See  KindersUy  v.  Chase,  Park  on  Ins.  743. 

*  As  in  case  of  marriage :  Roach  v.  Qarvan,  1  Yes.  157.  See  Lord  Hard- 
wicke^s  observations,  Ibid.  So  on  criminal  charges :  Hutchinson's  case,  2  Str. 
733 ;  1  Show.  6 ;  Roche's  case,  1  Leach.  C.  C.  L.  134  *,  supra,  and  see  Vol.  II., 
tit  Marriaob  ;  and  further,  as  to  the  mode  of  proving  the  foreign  law,  see  Vol. 
II.,  tit.  FoRBioN  Law. 

f  Bex  V.  Kenilworth,  2  T.  R.  599. 

«  B.  V.  Northfeatherton,  1  Sess.  C.  154;  4  Ch.  Bum.  1159.  So  an  order  of 
filiation  is  conclusive  to  show  that  the  party  is  the  putative  father :  E,  v.  Best 
and  others,  6  Mod.  185 ;  see  also  B,  v.  CalteraU,  6  M.  &  S.  83  ;  B.  v.  Sarratt, 
Burr.  S.  C.  73 ;  B.  v.  Harrow  and  Byslip,  Salk.  524 ;  B.  v.  Kneptoft,  2  B.  &  C 
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the  facts  stated  in  the  order,^  and  as  to  all  derivative  settlements.^ 
So  an  order  of  removal  executed  without  appeal  is  also  conclusive^  as 
to  the  settlement  of  the  pauper  up  to  that  time  against  all  the  world ; 
but  where  the  justices  wanted  jurisdiction,  the  order  is  a  nullity  ;^ 
and  may  be  objected  against,  even  after  a  lapse  of  twenty  years. 
So  orders  of  justices  under  34  Geo.  III.,  c.  64,  for  dividing  roads, 
are  conclusive.^ 

r^qoi-i  The  proceeding  by  quo  warranto  is  analogous  to  a  pro- 
ceeding *in  rem^  so  that  a  judgment  of  ouster  against  a 
mayor  upon  a  quo  warranto  is  evidence  upon  a  similar  proceeding 
against  a  burgess  who  claims  to  have  been  admitted  by  that 
mayor  ;"^  and  is  conclusive  evidence,  unless  fraud  can  be  shown.*^ 
So  also  a  conviction  of  felony  is,  for  many  purposes,  a  proceeding 
in  rem  ;  and  is  in  general  binding  against  all  as  to  the  consequences 
of  the  attainder.  It  is,  however,  as  has  been  seen,  competent  to  an 
accessory  to  controvert  the  guilt  of  the  alleged  principal,  although 
the  record  of  conviction  may  be  in  some  cases  primd  facie  evidence 
against  the  accessory  as  to  the  guilt  of  the  principal.  In  Buller's 
Nisi  Prius,  a  conviction  for  bigamy  seems  to  be  considered  to  be  in  >' 
the  nature  of  a  proceeding  in  rem;  and,  therefore,  as  conclusive  in 
an  action  of  ejectment  upon  a  question  of  legitimacy  ;^  this,  however, 
seems  to  be  very  doubtful  on  principle. 

Where  the  judgment  is  admissible  evidence  against  one  who  was 

(9  E.  C.  L.  R.)  883  ;  R.  v.  Wick  St.  Lawrence,  5  B.  &  Ad.  (27  E.  C.  L.  R.)  526 ; 
B,  v.  Wheelock,  6  B.  &  C.  (11  E.  C.  L.  R.)  511 ;  Osgathorptv.  Diseworth,  2  Str. 
1256  ;  R,  T.  Oldbury,  4  Ad.  k  E.  (31  E.  G.  L.  R.)  167.  The  fact  whether  the 
order  was  quashed  on  the  merits  or  not  may  be  inqaired  into  on  subsequent  re- 
moval :  R,  V.  Wick  St,  Lawrence, ;  R.  v.  Wheelock,  ubi  sup, ;  R,  v.  St,  Ann-Sy 
Westminster,  9  Q.  B.  (58  E.  C.  L.  R.)  878  ;  R,  v.  Widecombe,  Ibid.  894 ;  R.  v. 
Leeds,  Ibid.  910.  It  seems  questionable  whether  a  pauper  lunatic  order  under 
9  Geo.  IV.  c.  40,  is  final:  R.  v.  St,  Peter's,  Droitwich,  9  Q.  B.  (58  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
886.  See  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Settlement,  where  the  decisions  are  more  fully  con- 
sidered. 
"^  Ibid. ;  and  R,  v.  Woodchester,  2  Str.  1172 ;  B.  S.  C.  191. 

*  R.  v.  St,  Mary,  Lambeth,  6  T.  R.  616 ;  R,  v.  Silehester,  B.  S.  C.  551  ;  2  Bott. 
686 ;  R,  V.  Wye,  7  Ad.  &  E.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  770 ;  per  Lord  Denman,  C.  J. 

^  Rex  Y,  Kenilworth,  2  T.  R.  598  ;  R,  v.  Corsham,  11  East  388 ;  and  see  2  Salk. 
488 ;  Sutton  St.  Nicholas  v.  LeveHngton,  B.  S.  C.  276. 

*  R,  V.  Chilverscoton,  8  T.  R.  178. 

>  R.  V.  Hickling,  7  Q.  B.  (53  E.  C.  L.  R.)  880. 

»  B.  N.  P.  231 ;  R.  V.  Lisle,  Andr.  163 ;  R,  v.  ffebden,  2  Str.  1109;  R,  v. 
Mayor  of  York,  5  T.  R.  66. 
■  R,  V.  Mayor  of  York,  5  T.  R.  66. 

*  B.  N.  P.  245 ;  surpa,  338,  et  seq. 
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neither  a  party  nor  privy  to  it,  being  a  direct,  final  and  conclusive 
determination  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  upon  the  particu- 
lar subject-matter,  the  rule  seems  to  be  that  the  judgment  is  conclu- 
sive in  any  other  court,  unless  it  can  be  impeached  on  the  ground  of 
fraud  or  collusion.^^  Fraud,  however,  does  not  merely  lower  the 
evidence  to  mere  primd  facie  evidence  of  the  fact,  capable  of  being 
rebutted  by  adverse  evidence,  but  destroys  its  effect  altogether. 
For  it  seems  that  a  record  of  a  judgment  in  rem  is  usually  either 
conclusivey  or  wholly  inoperative;  except,  indeed,  in  those  cases  of 
felony  where  the  guilt  of  the  accused  depends  partly  upon  the  guilt 
of  another,  as  the  guilt  of  an  accessory  depends  upon  that  of  the 
principal ;  for  there  the  record  of  tfhe  conviction  *of  the  prin-  r+oorn 
cipal  is  but  primd  fade  evidence  to  affect  the  accessory,  who 
may  controvert  the  guilt  of  the  principal,  notwithstanding  the 
record.*^  A  judgment  upon  a  quo  warranto  against  a  mayor,  which 
is  evidence  as  we  have  seen  upon  a  quo  warranto  against  one  claim- 
ing to  be  a  burgess  by  virtue  of  his  admission,  may  be  impeached 
upon  the  ground  of  fraud.'  So  in  The  Duchess  of  Kingston's  casCy 
the  trial  of  the  defendant,  on  an  indictment  for  bigamy,  one  of  the 
points  resolved  by  all  the  judges  was,  that  admitting  a  sentence  of 
the  Spiritual  Court  in  a  jactitation  suit  to  be  conclusive  evidence  for 
a  defendant,  yet,  that  still  the  counsel  for  the  Grown  might  avoid  the 
effect  of  it  by  proving  it  to  have  been  obtained  by  fraud  and  collu- 
sion.** 

>»  B.  N.  P.  244;  31  St.  Tr.  262.  Fraud  (according  to  Lord  Coke)  avoids  all 
jadiclal  acts,  ecclesiastical  or  temporal :  3  Co.  77. 

•»  Fost.  365,  366,  367  ;  Lord  Sanchar's  case^  9  Co.  117,  119;  supra,  England 
V.  Bourke,  3  Esp.  C.  80.     See  ante,  p.  367,  note  (c). 

'  E.  v.  GHmes,  Burr.  2598  ;  B.  N.  P.  231 ;  2  Barnard  370 ;  R,  v.  Lisle,  Andr. 
163 ;  5  T.  R.  72;  B.  v.  Hebden,  Sir.  1100;  17  How.  St.  Tr.  802 ;  and  see  the 
cases  last  cited. 

■  20  How.  St.  Tr.  355  ;  Cross  v.  Salter,  3  T.  R.  639. 

'  A  judgment  cannot  be  collaterally  questioned  unless  for  covin  or  collusion  : 
I^>9tens  v.  Postens,  3  W.  &  S.  127 ;  Baird  v.  Campbell,  4  Ibid.  191 ;  Atkinson  v. 
Allen,  12  Yt.  619 ;  Callahan  v.  Gristoold,  9  Mo.  784 ;  Smith  v.  Keen,  26  Me. 
411.  A  judgment,  if  merely  irregular,  is  binding  upon  everybody  but  the  de- 
fendant; another  judgment  creditor  against  the  same  defendant  cannot  take 
advantage  of  the  irregularity :  Lowber  df  Wibner's  Appeal,  8  W.  &  S.  387 ; 
Evans  v.  Adams,  3  Green.  373  ;  Smith  v.  Bradley,  6  S.  &  M.  485 ;  Svoiggart  v. 
Harber,  4  Scam.  364;  Lewis  v.  Bogera,  4  Harris  18  ;  Chesnut  v.  Marsh,  12  111. 
173 ;  Boemer  v.  Denig,  6  Harris  482  ;  Breading  v.  Boggs,  8  Ibid.  33. 

*  See  Hull  Y.Blake,  13  Mass.  157;  PoUer  v.  Wheeler,  Id.  507;  WineheUY. 
Stiles,  15  Mass.  230;  Borden  v.  Fitch,  15  Johns.  121 ;  Andrews  v.  Montgomery ^ 
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Although  it  18  a  general  rule  that  a  stranger  may  be  admitted  to 
impeach  a  proceeding  to  which  he  was  not  a  party,  on  the  ground 
of  fraud  or  collusion,  the  reason  ceases  where  the  judgment  or  sen- 
tence is  offered  against  one  who  was  a  party  to  it.  In  the  case  of 
Prudham  v.  PhiUips^  the  defendant  proved  her  marriage  with  A. 
B, ;  this  was  answered  by  a  sentence  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  (to 
which  she  was  a  party),  which  showed  that  she  was  then  married 
to  another  person :  and  after  much  consideration,  Willes,  G.  J., 
refused  to  permit  the  defendant  to  show  that  the  sentence  had  been 
fraudulently  obtained.*    Judgments  of  courts  of  competent  juris- 

*  Ambler  763.  And  see  Bsssey  v.  Windham,  6  Q.  B.  (51  E.  C.  L.  R.)  166^. 
But  where  a  set  fa,  is  brought  against  a  shareholder  of  a  company  on  a  judg- 
ment against  the  company,  he  may  allege  that  the  judgment  was  obtained  by 
fraud ;  see  Philipson  v.  Earl  of  Egremoni,  6  Q.  B.  (51  E.  C.  L.  R.)  587. 

19  Johns.  164,  where  the  principle,  that  fraud  will  vitiate  all  judicial  acts  is  dis- 
tinctly recognised.  In  Stewart  v.  Warner  et  al,,  1  Day  142,  it  was  held,  how- 
ever, that  the  sentence  of  condemnation  of  a  foreign  court  could  not  be  avoided 
by  fraud,  when  collaterally  called  in  question.  The  judgments  of  a  court  of  com- 
petent jurisdiction,  although  obtained  by  fraud,  have  never  been  considered  as 
absolutely  void ;  p«nd  therefore  all  acts  performed  under  them  are  valid  so  far  as 
respects  third  persons.  A  sheriff,  who  levies  an  execution  under  a  judgment 
fraudulently  obtained,  is  not  a  trespasser;  nor  can  the  person,  who  purchases 
at  a  sale  under  such  an  execution,  be  compelled  to  relinquish  the  property  he 
has  purchased.  4^1  acts  performed  under  such  a  judgment  are  valid  acts ;  all 
the  legal  consequences  which  follow  a  judgment  are,  with  respect  to  third  per- 
sons, precisely  the  same  in  one  obtained  by  fraud  as  if  it  had  been  obtained 
fairly.  When  a  person  who  has  committed  the  fraud  attempts  to  avail  himself 
of  the  Act,  so  as  to  discharge  himself  from  a  previously  existing  obligation  or 
to  acquire  a  benefit,  the  judgment  thus  obtained  is  declared  void  as  to  that  pur- 
pose ;  but  it  may  well  be  doubted  whether  a  penalty  would  be  incurred  even  by 
the  person  committing  the  fraud,  for  an  act  which  the  judgment  would  sanction. 
It  is  believed  that  no  case  can  be  adduced  where  an  act,  which  is  the  legal  con- 
sequence of  a  judgment,  has  in  itself  created  a  new  responsibility,  even  with 
respect  to  the  party  himself,  much  less  with  respect  to  third  persons  who  do  not 
participate  in  the  fraud.  Per  Marshall,  G.  J.,  Simms  et  al,  v.  Slocum,  3  Cranch 
300.  Hence  it  was  held  in  that  case,  that  a  discharge  from  the  prison  rules, 
under  the  Insolvent  Act  of  Virginia,  although  obtained  by  fraud,  was  a  dis- 
charge in  due  course  of  law ;  and  that  upon  such  discharge,  no  action  could  be 
sustained  upon  the  prison  bonds.  So  in  Ammidon  v.  Smith,  et  al.,  1  Wheat. 
447,  a  similar  decision  was  made  respecting  a  discharge  according  to  the  statute 
of  Rhode  Island,  for  the  relief  of  poor  prisoners  for  debt,  although  obtained  by 
fraud  and  perjury.  "  But  the  court,*'  says  C.  J.  Marshall,  ''does  not  mean  to 
indicate  that  the  effect  of  the  oath  and  discharge  granted  by  the  magistrate, 
might  not  be  controverted  in  any  proceeding  against  the  parties  either  in  law  or 
equity,  other  than  in  a  suit  on  the  bond  for  keeping  the  prison  mles." — JA.  (See 
also  Lincoln  v.  Williams,  12  S.  &  R.  105.— I.) 
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diction  in  foreign  countries,  upon  the  subject  of  marriage,  and  all 
Other  matters  where  the  adjudication  can  be  considered*  as 
in  rem,  seem  to  be  equally  binding  with  the  decisions  of  our   *■•        -' 
own  courts.* 

Lastly,*  in  cases  of  custom,  prescription  and  pedigree,  or  where 
general  reputation  is  evidence,  a  judgment,  decree  or  sentence  is 
evidence,  not  only  as  between  the  same  parties  (where  it  would  be 
conclusive  upon  the  same  point),  but  also  against  all  others ;  for 
such  evidence  is  of  the  same  nature,  but  much  stronger,  than  mere 
evidence  of  reputation.^  ^  It  is  not  indeed  to  be  considered  as  evi- 
dence of  any  specific  fact  existing  at  that  time,  but  it  is  proof  of  an 
adjudication  of  a  competent  tribunal  upon  the  state  of  facts  and  upon 
the  question  of  usage  at  that  time.'  Accordingly,  to  prove  a  custom, 
not  only  an  ancient  verdict  in  prohibition  has  been  held  to  be  evidence, 
but  also  a  recent  verdict.*  So  is  a  decree  in  the  Exchequer,  on  a  com- 
mission to  try  the  question  of  custom  ;^  or  of  modus.^  So  in  the  case 
of  a  prescription  for  a  public  right  of  way,  a  verdict  against  one  de- 
fendant, negativing  such  a  right,  is  evidence  against  another  defendant 
who  justifies  under  the  same  right.*^  So  upon  a  question  as  to  a  right 
of  ferry/  or  the  liability  to  repair  a  public  highway,'  or  bridge,'  or 

"  See  Lord  Hardwicke's  dictum^  Roach  v.  Garvin^  1  Yes.  159;  and  supra^  p. 
383. 

•  Supra,  p.  320. 

^  Heed  V.  Jackson^  1  East.  355.  The  record  of  a  judgment  in  an  action  of 
trespass  by  a  corporation  for  patting  up  stalls  in  a  market,  the  defendant  hav- 
ing pleaded  a  right  to  do  so  without  paying  toll,  is  admissible  evidence  for  the 
corporation,  being  relevant  to  the  claim  in  issue :  Lancum  t.  Lovell,  6  G.  &  P. 
(25  E.  0.  L.  R.)  437.  But  the  rule  does  not  extend  to  awards :  Evans  v.  Bees, 
10  Ad.  &  E.  (37  E.  C.  L.  R.)  151. 

•  Fer  Parke,  B.,  Pirn  v.  Curell,  6  M.  &  W.  266. 

•  B.  N.  P.  233  ;  City  of  London  v.  Clarke,  Garth.  181. 
*»  Cori  V.  Birkbeck,  Doug.  218. 

•  Oroughton  v.  Blake,  12  M.  &  W.  205. 

•  Beed  V.  Jackson,  1  East  355.  •  Pirn  y.  Curell,  6  M.  &  W.  234. 
'  Ibid.,  and  B.  v.  St,  Pancras,  Peake,  G.  219. 

«  R.  ▼.  SuUon,  8  Ad.  Jb  E.  (35  E.  G.  L.  R.)  516. 

^  Verdicts  and  judgments  between  other  parties  (says  the  court  of  Gonnecti- 
cut)  are  admissible  to  prove  a  public  right  of  way,  only  when  the  party  claims 
by  prescription!  and  merely  to  corroborate  the  presumption  of  a  grant :  Fowler 
T.  Savage,  3  Gonn.  90.  M. 

Although  in  general  a  verdict  between  strangers  cannot  be  given  in  evidence 
against  a  party,  yet,  where  reputation  is  admissible  in  evidence,  a  verdict  be- 
tween strangers  may  be  also,  as  on  a  question  of  pedigree  :  Patterson  v.  Oaines, 
6  How.  S.  G.  550;  PUe  v.  McBratney,  15  111.  314. 
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sea  walls,^  or  upon  the  public  right  of  election  to  a  parochial  office,  a 
^judgment  or  decree  between  third  parties  in  evidence.*  So 
^  -^  in  an  action  by  the  lord  of  a  manor  against  a  copyholder  for 
trespass  to  his  free  warren,  a  judgment  in  a  quo  warranto  brought 
against  the  former  owner  of  the  manor,  in  which  he  pleaded  a  pre- 
scripttye  right  to  the  free  warren  as  appurtenant  to  the  manor,  and 
the  Attorney-General  confessed  it  on  record,  is  evidence  for  the  plain- 
tiff in  support  of  the  right  of  free  warren  by  prescription.*  And  this 
over  the  lands  of  tenants  as  well  as  over  the  demesne  lands,  where  the 
information  charged  a  usurpation  of  the  franchise  over  both,  and  the 
court  gave  judgment  for  the  defendant  as  to  both,  although  the  plea 
set  forth  a  title  as  to  the  demesne  lands  only,  and  the  Attorney- 
General's  confession  followed  the  plea ;  the  court  thinking  it  pro- 
bable that  the  omission  was  accidental.*  A  recent  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff  in  another  action  against  another  copyholder  for  a  trespass 
on  the  plaintiff's  free  warren  also  held  admissible  against  the  defend- 
ant."" So  a  special  verdict  between  other  parties  is  evidence  to  prove 
a  pedigree.' 

Such  evidence  is  not  conclusive,^  unless  both  the  parties  be  the  same. 
When  such  evidence  is  adduced  to  prove  a  custom  or  prescription, 
where  general  reputation  would  be  evidence  a  judgment  or  verdict 
would  be  evidence  against  strangers  to  the  record,  as  falling  within 
the  general  description  of  evidence  capable  of  supporting  such  an 
issue,  being  in  fact  a  solemn  adjudication  founded  upon  satisfactory 
testimony,  and  therefore  certainly  vls  binding  upon  a  stranger  as  much 
as  mere  hearsay  upon  the  subject ;  *but  it  is  not  conclmivej 
^  ^  where  the  party  was  in  fact  a  stranger  to  the  record,  because 
he  had  not  an  opportunity  to  cross-examine  the  witnesses,  or  to  dis- 
prove the  fact  by  opposite  testimony,  and  ought  not  to  be  concluded 
by  the  laches  of  another. 

The  proofs  of  verdicts,  decrees  and  judgments,  whether  of  record 

^  Beg,  V.  Leigh,  10  Ad.  &  E.  (37  E.  C.  L.  R.)  398. 

*  Berry  v.  Banner,  Peake,  C.  156. 

*  Earl  of  Cartiavon  v.  Villebois,  13  M.  &  W.  313.  » Ibid. 
"  Ibid. 

»  B.  N.  P.  233  ;  Carth.  79  ;  Sir  T.  Jones,  224;  Neale  v.  Wilding,  2  Str.  1151. 
Wright,  J.,  was  of  opinion  in  that  case  that  the  verdict  was  admissible ;  the 
other  judges  differed  from  him,  because  it  was  res  inter  alios  acta,  and  the  evi. 
dence  laid  before  the  former  jury  might,  for  anything  they  knew  to  the  contrary, 
still  be  produced. 

*  See  the  cases  referred  to,  and  also  Tooker  v.  Duke  of  Beavfort,  1  Burr.  146 ; 
Biddulph  v.  Ather,  2  Wils.  23 ;  Maywr  of  Hull  v.  Homer,  Cowp.  102. 
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or  not  of  record,  have  already  been  considered  in  common  with  the 
proofs  of  public  documents  in  general.!^  At  present,  such  matters 
only  will  be  noticed  as  are  peculiar  to  this  species  of  document. 
They  are  either  of  record  or  not  of  record.  If  of  record,  they  are 
to  be  proved  either  by  actual  production  from  the  proper  repository, 
by  an  exemplification,**  or  by  a  sworn'  or  admitted'  copy.  Records 
are  complete  as  soon  as  they  are  delivered  into  court  engrossed  upon 
parchment,  and  become  permanent  rolls  of  the  court  ;^  then,  and  not 
before,  a  copy  becomes  evidence."  On  a  writ  of  error  assigning  as 
error  *that  the  sentence  (for  conspiracy)  pronounced  at  Nisi  r*ooq-i 
Prius  was  faulty,  the  Exchequer  Chamber  refused  to  notice 

^  See  Public  Documents,  Proop  of,  anie^  p.  257,  et  aeq, ;  and  see  pp.  262,  263, 
the  statutes  as  to  admission  of  certified  copies. 

•>  See  ante,  p.  257 ;  Bac.  Abr.,  Ev.  F. ;  Str.  162. 

''  On  nul  tiel  record  the  record  itself  must  be  produced,  or  its  tenor  certified  by 
certiorari ;  see  ante^  p.  256,  and  there  can  be  no  amendment  of  a  variance  under 
3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42 ;  Cooper  v.  Pennufather,  7  C.  B.  (62  E.  C.  L.  R.)  739.  Va- 
rious statutes  have  directed  that  copies  of  the  proceedings  under  them  authenti- 
cated in  various  modes  shall  be  evidence,  see  aniCj  p  264.  And  there  is  also  the 
general  statute,  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  113,  set  out,  ante,  p.  296,  as  to  such  copies. 
Where  no  other  Act  exists  which  renders  a  copy  of  any  public  book  or  docu- 
ment admissible,  a  copy,  purporting  to  be  signed  and  certified  by  the  officer  to 
whose  custody  the  original  is  entrusted  is  admisible,  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99,  s.  14. 
By  8.  13  also  of  that  Act  a  certified  copy  of  a  conviction  or  acquittal  of  any  in- 
dictable offence  is  made  evidence  without  the  formal  parts.     See  Appendix. 

*  Notice  should  be  given  to  admit  copies,  which  if  admitted  will  be  evidence : 
Baties  v.  Davies,  9  C.  &  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  252. 

*  Therefore  an  unsealed  issue  roll  not  carried  in,  and  bearing  only  an  ink 
stamp  sold  by  stationers  with  the  name  of  the  court,  and  the  number  of  the  roll, 
is  not  a  record,  and  is  no  evidence  of  the  entry  of  a  nolle  prosequi  as  to  one  de- 
fendant: Fagan  v.  Dawson,  4  M.  &  G.  (43  E.  C.  L.  R.)  711. 

"Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  25;  ante,  p.  257;  B.  N,  P.  228.  An  allegation  in  an 
indictment  that  at  the  quarter  sessions,  &c.,  a  bill  of  indictment  was  preferred 
against  A,  B.  and  found  by  the  grand  jury,  could  only  be  proved  by  a  caption 
formally  drawn  up  of  record  and  by  the  production  of  the  original  or  an 
examined  copy ;  therefore  the  minutes  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace  were  inadmis- 
sible, although  no  record  had  in  fact  been  drawn  up :  R,  v.  Smith,  8  B.  &  C\ 
(15  E.  0.  L.  K.)  341.  But  in  The  King  v.  Tooke,  there  cited,  it  was  held  that 
the  indictment,  with  the  officer^ s  notes,  was  during  the  same  sitttings  evidence 
of  an  aoquittal  of  one  charged  as  a  conspirator,  without  having  the  record 
formally  drawn  up ;  see  tit.  Conspiracy.  To  prove  the  time  of  signing  final 
judgment,  the  day-book  at  the  judgmentoffice,  from  which  the  judgments  are 
entered  into  the  docket-books,  is  not  evidence:  Leey.  Meecock,  5  Esp.  C.  177. 
Proof  of  a  writ  of  execution  is  not  evidence  of  a  judgment,  except  as  against  a 
party  to  the  cause :  Ackworth  v.  Kempt,  Doug.  40 ',  Besaey  v.  Windham,  6  Q.  B. 
(51  £.  C.  L.  R.)  166  •,  and  see  also  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Sbkriff. 
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a  statement  of  the  sentence  embodied  in  the  transcript  of  the  record, 
but  required  the  postea  itself  with  the  sentence  endorsed  to  be  brought 
up,  and  granted  a  certiorari  for  that  purpose.*  A  judgment  of  the 
House  of  Lords  may  be  proved  by  means  of  a  copy  of  the  minute- 
book  of  the  House  of  Lords,  for  the  minutes  of  the  judgment  are 
the  solemn  judgment  itself/  An  averment  that  a  commission  has 
been  duly  superseded,  must  be  proved  by  a  writ  of  8aper$edeas  under 
the  great  seal.' 

A  verdict  is  not  evidence  without  producing  the  judgment,  or  an 
examined  copy,  for  perhaps  the  judgment  was  arrested,  or  a  new 
trial  granted  ;*  ^  but  the  rule  does  not  hold  where  the  trial  was  upon 
an  issue  out  of  Chancery,  for  there  the  decree  was  evidence  that  the 
verdict  was  satisfactory.^     But  the  production   of  the  postea  without 

«  R.  V.  Kiiig  and  others,  7  Q.  B.  (53  E.  C.  L.  R.)  782. 

y  Per  Lord  Mansfield,  Jones  v.  Randall,  Cowp.  17  *,  Bac.  Abr.,  Ev.  F. 

■  Poynion  v.  Forster,  3  Camp.  60. 

^PiHon  v.  Walter,  1  Str.  161 ;  Willes  367  j  B.  N.  P.  234;  Hard.  118.  But 
formerly  a  verdict  was  admitted,  althouf^h  the  judgment  was  arrested :  Gilb. 
Law  of  Ev.  31. 

*  Mongomery  v.  Clarke,  B.  N.  P.  234 ;  Bac.  Abr.,  Ev.  F. ;  Hopkins  v.  Jones,  1 
Barnard  243.  Where  a  court  of  equity  directs  the  second  trial  of  an  issue,  the 
verdict  on  the  first  is  not  admissible  in  evidence  on  the  second :  G*  Conner  v. 
Malone,  6  CI.  &  F.  572. 

^  This  principle  was  recognised  in  Ridgelyet  al.  v.  Spencer,  2  Binn.  70,  where 
it  was  decided  that  a  former  verdict  in  the  same  cause  which  had  been  set  aside 
by  the  court  was  not  evidence.  So  a  verdict  in  a  former  suit,  where  the  judg- 
ment was  reversed  for  error  in  fact,  is  not  evidence  on  a  new  trial :  Richardson^ s 
Lessee  v.  Parsons,  1  Har.  k  J.  253 ;  s.  p.,  Oreene  v.  Stone,  Ibid.  And  a  special 
verdict  found  on  a  former  trial  between  the  same  parties,  but  which  was  set 
aside  because  a  fact  was  not  sufiiciently  found,  is  not  evidence  on  another  trial : 
Mahoney  v.  Ashton,  4  Har.  So  McHen.  295.  But  in  Pennsylvania,  a  verdict  in  a 
former  ejectment  is  evidence  against  the  defendant,  if  he  has  acquiesced  in  it 
by  paying  the  costs  and  delivering  possession,  although  no  judgment  has  been 
entered  upon  it :  Shatffer  v.  Kreitzer,  6  Binn.  430.  In  Tennessee,  a  verdict 
cannot  be  given  in  evidence,  unless  it  appears  from  the  record  that  judgment 
has  been  given  upon  it;  the  court  will  not  presume  that  judgment  was  entered : 
Ragan  v.  Kennedy,  1  Overt.  94.  So  in  Kentucky,  a  verdict  without  judgment 
thereon  is  not  admissible  evidence :  Donaldson  v.  Jude,  4  Bibb.  60.  In  Hunkle 
V.  Carrath,  1  Const.  Rep.  471,  the  court  of  South  Carolina,  in  a  suit  on  a  record 
from  an  adjoining  State,  where  the  practice  was  said  to  be  very  loose,  declared 
that  whenever  they  could  find  on  the  record  of  another  State  a  single  word  or 
act  of  the  court  from  which  a  judgment  might  be  inferred,  they  would  give 
effect  to  it ;  but  that  where  the  record  showed  a  verdict  only,  an  action  could 
not  be  maintained  on  it.  In  New  York,  a  verdict  in  an  action  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace  is  evidence  without  producing  the  judgment;  for  the  justice  can. 
neither  arrest  judgment  nor  grant  a  new  trial,  but  is  bound  to  give  judgment 
on  the  verdict:  Fetter  y,  MuUiner,  2  Johns.  181.  M. 
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*the  judgment  is  evidence  to  show  the  fact  that  there  was  a  r^ogn-i 
trial  between  the  parties,^  and  the  amount  of  the  damages  ; 
or  as  introductory  of  the  evidence  of  a  witness  *since  dead  ;*  r^ooi  i 
or  on  a  trial  for  perjury.  So  an  allegation  that  an  indict- 
ment was  preferred,  and  a  true  bill  found,  is  not  proved  by  the  pro- 
duction of  the  bill  itself  indorsed  as  a  true  bill,  but  should  be  proved 
by  the  record  made  up  ;*  and  the  sentence  of  the  court  at  the  assizes 

•  Str.  162  ;  Barnard  243  ;  B.  v.  Minns j  2  Esp.  N.  P.  253 ;  see  Harrap  v.  Brad- 
shaw,  9  Pri.  359 ;  Willes  367.  In  Fisher  v.  Kitchingman,  Willes  367,  it  was  held 
that  the  postea  and  endorsement  on  it  were  admissible  to  prove  allegations,  that 
a  cause  (which  was  proved  aliunde  to  have  existed)  was  brought  lo  trial  on  an 
issue  joined,  when  a  juror  was  withdrawn  and  the  cause  referred ;  see  Barnes 
449 ;  7  Mod.  451.  But  the postea  is  not  evidence  to  establish  the  faet  proved  by 
the  verdict :  Pittan  v.  Walter,  1  Str.  162  j  in  Garland  v.  Scoones,  2  Esp.  C.  648, 
indeed,  Lord  Kenyon  is  reported  to  have  held  that  the  mere  production  of  the 
postea  was  sufficient  to  establish  a  set-off  for  the  defendant,  to  the  extent  of  the 
8um  endorsed  as  the  verdict  in  the  cause ;  and  added,  that  in  the  case  of  issues 
out  of  Chancery,  the  Chancellor  always  admitted  the  production  of  the  postea 
as  conclusive  evidence  of  the  extent  of  the  demand.  But  it  is  not  usual  to 
enter  up  judgment  in  such  a  case,  and  the  decree  of  the  Court  is  proof  that  the 
judgment  stands  in  force :  Montgomery  v.  Clarke,  B.  N.  P.  234 ;  Hopkins  v.  Jones^ 
1  Barnard  243.  In  the  case  of  Baskerville  v.  Brown,  2  Burr.  1229,  which  was 
cited  by  the  party  offering  the  postea  in  Garland  v.  Scoones,  the  objection  was, 
that  the  defendant  having  recovered  a  verdict  for  30Z.  against  the  plaintiff  at  the 
same  sittings,  could  not  set  off  against  the  plaintiff's  claim  in  the  latter  action 
for  IIZ.,  part  of  the  sum  for  which  he  had  obtained  a  verdict,  without  deducting 
the  1 II.  There  the  postea  was  offered,  not  by  the  defendant  in  the  latter  action  to 
establish  his  set-off,  but  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  latter  action,  to  show  that  the 
plaintiff  in  the  former  action  had  taken  a  verdict  for  his  whole  debt.  In  Foster  v. 
Comptonj  2  Stark.  C.  (3  £.  C.  L.  R.)  364,  it  was  doubted  whether  in  such  a  case 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  half  the  costs  on  production  of  the  postea, 
with  the  Master's  allocatur,  without  producing  the  judgment  The  postea  is 
admissible  as  introductory  to  prove  what  a  witness,  since  de^,  swore  upon  the 
former  trial :  Fitton  v.  Walker,  1  Str.  162 ;  B.  N.  P.  243 ;  B.  v.  lies,  and  B.  v. 
Minns,  there  cited. — To  prove  the  day  on  which  the  court  sat  for  the  trial  at 
Nisi  Prius,  the  record  itself  must  be  produced :  Thomas  v.  Ansley,  6  Esp.  C.  80. 
Where,  however,  there  are  proper  materials,  the  postea  may  be  indorsed  in 
court,  nunc  pro  tunc :  JS.  v.  Hammond  Page,  2  Esp.  C.  650 ;  and  6  Esp.  0.  83. 
But  where  a  juror  has  been  withdrawn,  and  the  cause  referred,  such  circum- 
stances will  not  be  allowed  to  be  indorsed  in  court  at  the  second  trial :  Ibid. 
In  London  and  Westminster  it  is  not  the  practice,  as  in  the  country  causes,  for 
the  officer  at  the  trial  to  indorse  the  postea ;  imd  the  postea,  with  a  minute  of 
•f  t&e  verdict  indorsed  by  the  officer,  is  evidence  to  show  that  the  same  cause 
came  on  for  trial :  B,  v.  Bi-oume,  Moo.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  315. 

«lStr.  162;  Hardr.  118. 

•  Porter  v.  Co<yper,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  354 ;  JR.  y.  Bellamy,  R.  &  M. 
(21  £.  C.  L.  R.)  171.    So  to  prove  that  an  appeal  was  heard,  a  record  should  be 

24 
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could  only  be  proved  by  tbe  record,  and  neither  the  calendar  signed 
by  the  clerk  of  assize,  nor  the  evidence  of  a  person  who  heard  the 
sentence  passed,  is  admissible  to  show  that  a  prisoner  under  sentence 
is  in  lawful  custody.'  Proof  by  the  judgment-book  is  not  sufficient, 
although  the  record  may  not  have  been  made  up,  and  although  the 
party  interested  in  the  judgment  is  a  stranger.'  But  now,  in  order 
to  reduce  the  expense  attendant  upon  the  proof  of  the  criminal  pro- 
ceedings, it  is  provided,  by  14  &  15  Vict.,  c.  99,  s.  13,  "  that  when- 
ever, in  any  proceeding  whatever,  it  may  be  necessary  to  prove  the 
trial  and  conviction  or  acquittal  of  any  person  charged  with  any 
indictable  offence,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  produce  the  record  of 
the  conviction  or  acquittal  of  such  person,  or  a  copy  thereof,  but  it 
shall  be  sufficient  that  it  be  certified  or  purport  to  be  certified  under 
the  hand  of  the  clerk  of  the  court,  where  such  conviction  or  acquittal 
p^ngn-i  took  place,  or  by  the  deputy  of  such  clerk  or  other  officer, 
that  the  paper  produced  is  a  copy  of  the  '^'record  of  the  in- 
dictment, trial,  conviction  and  judgment  or  acquittal,  as  the  case  may 
be,  omitting  the  formal  parts  thereof.  ** 

Proceedings  in  Chancery  by  bill  and  answer  are  not  records, 
because  they  are  not  precedents  of  ju&tice,  being  decided  according 
to  the  justice  and  equity  of  each  particular  case  ;*  and  therefore  they 
may  themselves  be  given  in  evidence,*  independently  of  any  decree. 
But  regularly,  in  order  to  prove  the  facts  on  which  a  decree  professes 
to  be  founded,  the  proceedings  on  which  it  is  founded  ought  to  be 
read  in  evidence.^  And  it  has  been  held  at  Nisi  Prius  that  a  plain- 
tiff cannot  give  in  evidence  an  order  for  an  injunction  obtained  by 
the  defendant,  restraining  him  from  suing,  without  producing  the 

produced :  B.  v.  Ward,  6  0.  &  P.  (25  £.  C.  L.  R.)  366  •,  unless  it  be  shown  that 
only  a  minute  book  is  kept,  as  is  usually  the  case,  and  no  record  is  made  up : 
R.  y.  YeoveUy,  8  Ad.  &  £.  (35  £.  C.  L.  R.)  806 ;  but  not  as  to  the  trial  of  an 
indictment:  R,  v.  Bellamy;  R.  v.  Smith,  8  B.  &  C.  (15  £.  C.  L.  R.)  341. 
'  R.  V.  Bourbon,  2  C.  &  K.  (61  £.  C.  L.  R.)  366. 

*  Ayrey  v.  Davenport,  2  N.  R.  474,  and  supra,  noto  (u). 

*  Bac.  Abr.,  £v.  F. 

^  Bac.  Abr.,  £v.  F.  But  the  bill  is  no  evidence  of  the  facts  stated  in  it,  even 
against  the  party  filing  it,  they  being  the  mere  suggestions  of  the  pleader: 
Boileau  v.  Rutlin,  2  £x.  665 ;  see  post, 

^  Com.  Dig.,  tit  £vid.  A.  4.  Upon  a  question  as  to  the  right  of  the  deputy 
oyster-meters  of  unloading,  Ac.,  all  oysters  brought  within  the  port  of  Loddon, 
a  decree  in  equity  upon  the  same  right  was  admitted  in  evidence,  without  put- 
ting in  the  depositions,  although  referred  to  in  the  decree,  but  it  was  held  that 
when  the  decree  had  been  put  in,  either  party  was  entitled  to  read  the  deposi- 
tions :  Laybum  v.  Crisp,  4  M.  &  W.  320. 
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bill  and  answer."*  A  decretal  order  in  paper  may  be  read  in  proof 
of  the  bill  and  answer,*  or  without  such  proof,  if  they  be  recited  in  the 
order.'  The  *decree  itself  is  proved  either  by  means  of  an  ex-  r^cooo*! 
emplification,  an  examined  copy,  or  decretal  order  in  paper.' 

A  sentence  of  the  Spiritual  Court  of  a  divorce  d  mensd  et  thoro 
has  been  received  as  evidence,  without  proving  the  libel  and  other 
proceedings.^  But  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Arches  for  alimony  is 
not  admissible,  without  proof  of  the  proceedings  in  the  suit ;  and 
where  a  suit  is  removed  upon  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Arches,  the 
judgment  of  that  court  is  not  admissible,  without  showing  that  court 
to  be  duly  in  possession  of  the  suit,  by  producing  the  transcript  of 
the  proceeding  sent  from  the  court  below/  The  minute  book  of  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court  is  evidence  of  a  decree  for  alimony  pronounced 
in  that  court,  although  no  decree  be  drawn  up :  nothing  in  practice 
being  done  with  the  minutes  unless  the  alimony  be  not  paid." 

The  probate  of  a  will  consists  of  a  copy  engrossed  upon  parch- 

*  Per  Lord  Abinger  at  N.  P. ;  Atwood  ▼.  Taylor  and  others,  1  M.  &  G.  (39  E. 
C.  L.  R.)  279;  bnt  see  Blower  v.  HoUis,  1  Cr.  &  M.  393. 

»  Com.  Dig.,  Ev.  C.  1, 

*  Com.  Dig.,  Et.  C.  1,  Wheeler  v.  Lowih,  there  cited ;  but  see  1  Keb.  21.  And 
in  the  Wharton  Peerage  ease,  12  CI.  &  F.  995,  a  decree  grounded  on  the  admis- 
sion in  the  answers,  and  containing  the  whole  substance  of  the  bill  and  answer, 
was  admitted  to  prove  the  identity  of  a  person  through  whom  the  claimant 
traced  his  descent.  But  see  Atwood  v.  Taylor,  1  M.  &  6.  (29  £.  C.  L.  R.)  279, 
supra.  It  has  been  said,  that  if  a  party  wish  to  avail  himself  of  the  decree  only, 
and  not  of  the  answer,  he  may  give  the  decree  in  evidence  under  the  seal  of  the 
court,  and  enrolled,  without  producing  the  answer ;  and  the  opposite  party  will 
be  at  liberty  to  show  that  the  point  in  issue  was  not  the  same  as  the  present 
issue :  B.  N.  P.  235.  And  as  a  general  rule,  the  whole  record  ought  to  be  pro- 
duced :  Com.  Dig.,  Ev.  A.  4.  So  in  proof  of  a  sentence  in  the  Admiralty  Court 
on  a  libel  and  answer,  or  the  judgment  of  a  court  baron,  the  proceedings  ought 
to  be  produced :  Com.  Dig.,  tit.  Evidence,  C.  1.  Where  the  mere  object  is.  to 
prove  the  fact  that  a  decree  was  made,  or  made  and  reversed,  and  not  to  prove 
the  contents,  proof  of  the  previous  proceedings  is  not  necessary :  Joncts  v.  Ran- 
dall, Cowp.  17.  And  see  per  Bayley,  B.,  in  Blower  v.  Hollis,  1  Cr.  k  M.  396. 
And  in  the  case  of  an  ancient  decree,  where  the  bill  and  answer  have  been  lost, 
the  decree  alone  is  admissible. 

»  Com  Dig.,  Ev.  C.  1 ;  see  Blower  v.  Hollie,  1  Cr.  k  M.  393. 

*  Stedman  v.  Gooch,  I  Esp.  C.  4.  Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J.,  and  afterwards  in 
K..B. 

'  Leake  v.  Marquis  of  Westmeath,  2  M.  &  Rob.  394.  Per  Tindal,  C.  J.,  ap- 
parently overruling,  Stedman  v.  Gooch, 

*  Houliston  V.  Smyth,  2  C.  &  P.  (12  E.  C.  L.  R.)  25  j  see  R.  v.  Yeovd^,  8  Ad. 
A  E.  (35  E.  C.  L.  R.)  806.  The  practice  of  the  court  is  provable  by  oral  evi- 
dence :  Beaurain  y.  Scott,  3  Camp.  388. 
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ment,'  under  the  seal  of  the  ordinary,  with  a  certificate  of  its  having 
been  duly  proved.*    A  probate  is  therefore  good  evidence  of  the  will, 
as  to  the  personal  estate." 
r'1'3941       *^hen  administration   is   granted   by  the  Ecclesiastical 

Court,  it  does  not  grant  an  exemplification,  but  only  a  cer- 
tificate that  administration  was  granted."^  And  therefore,  when  a 
lessee  pleads  an  assignment  of  a  term  from  an  administrator,  such 
certificate  is  good  evidence.^  So  would  be  the  book  of  the  Eccle- 
siastical Court,  wherein  was  entered  the  order  for  granting  adminis* 
tration.'  So  the  original  book  of  acts,  directing  letters  of  adminis- 
tion  to  be  granted  with  the  Surrogate's  fiat,  is  evidence  of  the 
title  of  the  party  to  whom  administration  is  directed  to  be  granted, 
without  producing  the  letters  of  administration  themselves,  notwith- 
standing subsequent  letters  of  administration  granted  to  another, 
the  first  not  being  recalled/  So  an  examined  copy  of  the  act-book, 
stating  that  administration  was  granted  to  the  defendant,  is  proof 
that  he  was  administrator,  in  an  action  against  him,  as  such,  with- 
out notice  to  produce  the  letters  of  administration.^  So  the  act  of 
the  court  endorsed  upon  the  will  is  as  good  evidence  with  respect  to 
the  title  of  personalty  as  the  probate  itself."*  But  although  the  pro- 
bate of  the  will  has  been  produced,  the  will  itself  cannot  be  read  in 
evidence  upon  the  mere  production  of  it  by  the  ofiScer  of  the  Eccle- 
P^oQ/r-1   siastical  Court,"*  without  some  endorsement  upon  it  for  *the 

purpose  of  authentication.     In  an  action  against  an  execu- 

*  3  Bac.  Atr.,  tit.  Executors  ;  B.  N.  P.  246.  •  B.  N.  P.  246. 

«  B.  N.  P.  246 ;  Knapton  v.  Cross,  8  Geo.  XL,  K.  B.  j  Bac.  Abr.,  Ev.  F. ;  1 
Lev.  25. 

r  B.  N.  P.  246. 

« Ibid.,  and  Eldm  v.  Keddell,  8  East  187  ;  Bac.  Abr.,  Ev.  F.  631 ;  Polhillv, 
PblhiU,  A.  D.  1701. 

•  Elden  v.  Kedddlj  8  East  187. 

»»  Davis  V.  WUliainSj  13  East  232 ;  Kay  v.  Clarke,  Ibid.  238. 

•  Denn  v.  Barnard,  Cowp.  595.  Where  by  the  practice  of  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court  no  book  was  kept,  but  a  memorandum  only  endorsed  or  entered  at  the 
foot  of  the  original  will  by  the  officer  of  the  court,  it  was  held,  that  the  pro- 
duction of  the  will  with  such  memorandum  was  sufficient  evidence  of  the 
executor^s  title  *,  and  also,  that  an  exemplification  of  several  letters  of  admin- 
istration relating  to  the  same  estate  on  one  parchment,  with  one  32.  stamp, 
was  sufficient:  Doe  v.  Gunning,  2  Nev.  k  P.  260 ;  7  Ad.  &  E.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
240. 

*  R.  V.  Barnes,  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  2AZ,per  Raymond,  C.  J.,  in  Coe  v. 
Westernham,  Norfolk  Summer  Assizes  1725  ;  Sel.  N.  P.,  11th  ed.  814.  **  I  can- 
not allow  the  original  will  to  prove  property  in  the  executor;  the  probate 
must  be  produced,  for  perhaps  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  will  not  allow  this  to 
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tor  for  money  had  and  received,  after  notice  had  heen  proved  to  pro- 
duce the  probate,  it  was  held  that  the  original  will  prodaced  by  the 
officer  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  and  bearing  the  seal  of  that 
court,  and  endorsed  as  the  instrument  on  which  the  probate  was 
granted,  with  the  value  of  the  effects  sworn  to,  was  admissible  as 
secondary  evidence.*  Where  a  probate  has  been  lost,  an  examined 
copy  is  evidence  to  prove  the  party  to  be  the  executor,  for  the  pro- 
bate is  an  original  document  of  a  public  nature.'  In  such  case  it  is 
the  practice  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  to  grant,  not  a  second  pro- 
bate, but  an  exemplification  only.' 

Although  it  be  a  general  rule  that  the  probate  or  ledger-book  be 
no  evidence,  except  in  relation  to  the  personal  estate,  yet  the  ledger 
may  in  some  instances  be  secondary  evidence  as  to  a  devise  of  real 
estate ;  as  where,  in  an  avowry  for  a  rent-charge,  the  avowant  could 
not  produce  the  will  under  tirhich  he  claimed,  that  belonging  to  the 
devisee  of  the  land ;  but  producing  the  Ordinary's  register  of  the 
will,  and  proving  former  payments,  it  was  holden  to  be  sufficient 
evidence  against  the  plaintiff,  who  was  devisee  of  the  land  charged.^ 
Since  the  ledger-book  is  *a  roll  of  court,  it  seems  that  a  r^coQ^;-] 
copy  is  admissible  evidence.'  Although  a  probate  be  no 
evidence  to  prove  the  contents  of  a  will,  in  order  to  establish  a  pedi- 
gree, since  it  is  but  a  copy,  and  the  seal  of  the  court  does  not  prove 
it  to  be  a  true  copy,  unless  the  suit  relates  only  to  the  personal 
estate ;  yet  the  ledger-book,  it  seems,  in  such  cases,  is  admissible  evi- 
dence, as  being  a  roll  of  court,  and  made  under  the  authority  of  the 
Spiritual  Court,  to  prove  such  a  relation.^ 

be  the  testator^s  will.  Besides,  until  probate,  a  man  dies  intestate ;  and  if 
his  executor  die  before  probate,  his  executor  shall  not  be  executor  to  the  first 
testator." 

*  Oorton  V.  Dyson,  1  B.  &  F.  (5  E.  C.  L.  R.)  219}  and  qu.j  whether  it  would 
not  be  good  original  evidence.  The  probate-act  book,  containing  an  entry 
that  the  will  was  proved  and  probate  granted,  was  held  to  be  the  original  and 
primary  evidence ;  and,  therefore,  to  be  sufficient  proof  that  the  parties  were 
execators,  although  the  probate  was  not  produced,  nor  any  excuse  offered  for 
its  non-production  :  Cox  v.  AllingJiamy  1  Jao.  515  ;  and  see  Oarrdl  v.  Lister,  1 
Lev.  25. 

'  Hoe  V.  Ndihorpej  3  Salk.  154 ;  R.  v.  Haines,  Skinn.  584.  In  B,  v.  Haines, 
Comb.  337,  Holt,  C.  J.,  said,  that  a  copy  of  a  probate  was  not  evidence,  because 
it  was  a  copy  of  a  copy. 

s  Shepherd  v.  Sharthose,  Str.  412. 

*  Ca.  K.  B.  375 ;  B.  N.  P.  246. 

>  B.  N.  P.  246,  where  it  is  said  that  the  contrary  had  been  often  ruled,  on  the 
mistaken  ground  that  the  ledger  was  a  copy. 

^  B.  N.  P.  246  ;  R.  v.  Ramshotiom,  1  Leach  C.  C.  L.  25,  in  note. 
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To  prove  that  the  probate  has  been  revoked,  an  entrj  of  the  revo- 
cation in  the  book  of  the  Prerogative  Court,  which  is  the  record  of 
the  proceedings  of  the  court,  is  good  evidence.^ 

A  judgment  of  an  inferior  court,  not  of  record,  is  usually  estab* 
lished  by  the  production  of  the  book  containing  the  minutes  of  the 
proceedings  of  the  court  from  the  proper  places  of  deposit,  proved 
to  be  such  by  oral  testimony.  Copies  of  court-rolls,  and  of  proceed- 
ings in  the  Ecclesiastical  and  inferior  Civil  Courts,  are  also  evidence, 
since  the  originals  are  public  documents."  And  it  is  said,  that  it 
is  not  usual  for  inferior  courts  to  draw  up  their  records  in  form,  but 
only  short  notes,  copies  of  those  short  notes  are  good  evidence.*  It 
f-^Qgy-i  appears  also,  that  in  the  *case  of  an  inferior  court,  such  as 
a  Court-baron,  Hundred,  or  County  Court,  evidence  should 
be  given  of  the  proceedings,"*  previous  to  the  judgment,  as  well  as  of 
the  judgment  itself,'  in  order  to  show  that  the  proceedings  were 
regular.  In  an  action  for  a  malicious  arrest,  on  process  out  of  the 
Sheriff's  Court  in  London,  it  was  held  that,  in  order  to  prove  the 
averment  that  the  former  suit  was  wholly  ended,  etc.,  it  was  suffi- 
cient to  show  an  entry  in  the  minute-book  of  ^^withdrawn  by  the 

>  Ibid. 

■  12  Vin.  Abr.  A.,  b.  26,  pi.  49.  By  the  County  Courts  Act,  9  &  10  Vict  c. 
95,  8.  111.  the  book  kept  by  the  clerk,  or  a  copy  of  any  entry  in  it  purporting 
to  be  signed  and  certified  as  a  true  copy  by  the  clerk,  and  sealed  with  the  seal 
of  the  court,  is  declared  to  be  evidence  of  the  proceedings  and  their  regularity. 

■  Per  Hale,  in  R.  v.  Haines,  12  Vin.  Abr.  A.,  b.  26,  pi.  49 ;  Comb.  337 ;  FUher 
y.  Lane,  2  B.  L.  834,  per  Lord  Tenterden ;  E.  v.  Smith,  8  B.  &  C.  (15  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  341.  Bat  see  Pitcher  v.  Rinter,  12  Vin.  Abr.  A.,  b.  48,  contra;  Dyson  v. 
WbodjZ  B.  &  C.  (10  £.  C.  L.  R.)  449.  As  to  orders  of  quarter  sessions  (not 
being  proceedings  on  indictments,  see  ante,  p.  267),  they  may  be  proved  by  the 
minute-book,  where  no  other  formal  record  is  drawn  up:  R.  v.  Yeovdq/,  8  Ad. 
&.  E.  (35  E.  C.  L.  R.)  806  ;  R.  v.  Mortlock,  7  Q.  B.  (53  E.  C.  L.  R.)  459 ;  but  it 
should  be  shown  that  a  more  formal  record  is  not  kept :  R,  v.  Ward,  6  C.  &  P. 
(25  E.  Qi  L.  R.)  354;  and  see  note  (p). 

<"  Com.  Dig.,  tit  Evidence,  C.  3  •,  Fisher  y.  Lane,  2  Bl.  834 ;  Arunddl  v.  White^ 
14  East  216. 

^  In  Dawson  y.  Gregory,  7  Q.  B.  (53  E.  C.  L.  R.)  766 :  the  judgment  of  a  court 
baron  in  a  plea  of  debt  was  held  to  haye  been  sufficiently  proved  by  the  court 
book  containing  a  minute  of  the  judgment  in  the  form  of  a  caption,  the  names 
of  the  suitors,  judge,  and  deputy  steward,  and  the  parties,  with  a  memorandum 
in  these  words :  *'  Vejiire  facias  executed.  Verdict  for  plaintiff  and  final  judg- 
ment entered  up  for  debt,  4L  lis.  9d, ;  costs,  16L  lOs,  lOd, ;  total,  211,  5s,  Id,  f* 
the  deputy  steward  stating  that  he  was  present  at  the  trial,  and  that  it  was  not 
usual  to  draw  up  a  more  formal  judgment,  and  a  levari  facias  having  issued  re- 
citing a  judgment  corresponding  with  the  minute.  As  to  the  new  county  oourtS| 
see  supra,  note  (m). 
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plaintiff's  order/'  opposite  to  the  entry  of  the  plaint,  and  to  prove 
that  it  was  the  course  of  the  court  to  make  such  an  entry  upon  an 
abandonment  of  the  suit  by  a  plaintiff.^ 

It  has  been  said  that  when  actions  are  brought  against  justices  of 
the  peace,  they  must  show  the  regularity  of  their  convictions,  and 
that  the  informations  upon  which  their  convictions  were  founded  must 
be  produced  and  proved  in  court/  But  it  seems  that  the  conviction 
Itself,  when  proved  under  the  hand  and  seal  (if  necessary)  of  the 
magistrate,  is  sufficient  evidence  that  the  judgment  *  which  r^eooo-i 
it  recites  was  given."  In  the  case  of  Maasey  v.  Johmon^  it 
was  held  that  a  magistrate  might  justify  by  virtue  of  a  conviction  of 
the  plaintiff  as  a  vagrant,  although  the  warrant  of  commitment 
alleged  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  charged  on  the  oath  of  T.  <$.,  and 
in  fact  no  charge  had  been  made  by  T.  S.^  but  the  defendant  had 
been  convicted  upon  the  information  of  another  person,  and  although 
the  conviction  itself  was  informal.  But  it  was  observed,  that  the 
case  would  have  assumed  a  very  different  shape  if  there  had  been  no 
information  to  ground  the  conviction.'*  In  the  case  of  Oray  v.  Cook* 
9<m  and  otherSy^  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  having  jurisdiction 
over  the  subject-matter,  was  protected  by  a  conviction  drawn  up  after 
the  commencement  of  the  action. 

By  12  Vict.  c.  11,  s.  4,  on  an  indictment  against  a  person  who 
has  been  twice  summarily  convicted,  under  the  Juvenile  Offenders'" 
and  Malicious  Injuries'  Acts,  a  copy  of  any  such  conviction  certi- 
fied by  the  proper  officer  of  the  General  or  Quarter  Sessions  to 
which  it  shall  have  been  returned,  or  proved  to  be  a  true  copy,  shall 
be  sufficient  evidence  to  prove  such  conviction. 

4  Arunddl  v.  White,  14  East  216 ;  see  Mackalley*9  case,  9  Go.  69,  where  the 
brief  note  of  the  plaint  was  as  follows :  '*  ss.  /.  M,  S  R.  R,  Debt  500Z.,  pledges 
C.  D.  by  R,  jP.  Serjeant/*  and  was  held  to  be  sufficient  to  warrant  the  arrest. 

'  Str.  710.  The  discussion  of  this  point  in  such  actions,  which  is  one  of  con- 
siderable nicety,  seems  to  be  rendered  unnecessary  by  the  recent  statute  1 1  & 
12  Vict.  c.  44,  arUe,  p.  370,  note  (n).    And  see  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Justices. 

*  Per  Holt,  C.  J.,  Fuller  v.  Fotchy  Holt  287 ;  Garth.  346 ;  Hardr.  478. 
'  12  East  67. 

*  Per  Le  Blanc,  J.,  Ibid. 

*  16  East  13.  A  formal  conviction  may  be  drawn  up  at  any  time,  unless  a 
defective  one  has  been  quashed,  or  the  party  discharged  on  habeas  corpus : 
Chaney  v.  Payne,  1  Q.  B.  (41  E.  C.  L.  R.)  712 ;  JR.  v.  Turk,  10  Q.  B.  (59  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  540;  or  perhaps  a  prior  one  has  been  filed  at  quarter  sessions.  And  see 
now  11  &  12  Vict.  cc.  43  and  44.  . 

y  In  England,  10  &  11  Vict  c.  82 ;  in  Ireland,  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  59. 
■  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c.  30  j  in  Ireland,  9  Geo.  IV.  c.  56. 
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An  Act  of  Parliament,  in  making  certified  copies  evidence  of  the 
proceedings  of  a  court,  does  not  take  awaj  the  right  of  proof  by  the 
production  of  the  original/ 

Where  the  parties  have  submitted  themselves  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  an  arbitrator  appointed  by  themselves,  his  decision,  as  has  been 
p^nQQ-1  observed,  will  be  conclusive  upon  the  ^subject-matter  to  the 
extent  of  bis  authority.^  In  order  to  establish  his  award  or 
judgment,  it  will  be  necessary  to  prove  his  authority  by  proof  of 
the  submission  bonds,  or  other  written  or  parol  authority,  and  to 
prove  the  due  making  of  the  award/  And  the  agreement  of  sub- 
mission will  not  be  proved,  even  by  the  rule  of  court  under  9  &  10 
Will.  III.,  c.  16,  s.  1.  For  the  rule  of  court  being  an  ex  parte  pro- 
ceeding, and  given  by  the  statute  merely  for  the  purpose  of  enforc- 
ing performance  in  a  summary  manner,  the  submission  by  agreement 
ought  to  be  proved  like  any  other  contract/ 

A  foreign  judgment  should  be  authenticated  by  an  exemplification 
or  copy  under  the  seal  of  the  court/  In  such  case  it  formerly  was 
not  sufficient  to  prove  the  handwriting  of  the  judge,  without  also 
proving  that  the  seal  affixed  to  it  is  the  seal  of  court/  And  if  a 
colonial  court  was  proved  to  have  no  seal,  other  proof,  as  by  the  sig- 
nature of  the  judge,  was  required  to  entitle  it  to  credit/    It  is  not 

*  So  held  in  reference  to  the  Insolvent  Act,  7  Geo.  lY.  c.  57 ;  Northam  t.  Xa- 
Umche,  4  C.  &  p.  (19  E.  C.  L.  R.)  140. 

^  Supra,  p.  349 ;  and  see  Doe  v.  Roaser,  3  East  11. 

*  See  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Award. 

*  Bemey  v.  Read,  7  Q.  B.  (53  E.  C.  L.  R.)  79. 

*  By  statute  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99,  s.  7,  judgments,  decrees,  ordars,  and  other 
judicial  proceedings  of  any  court  of  justice,  in  any  foreign  state  or  British  colony, 
and  all  affidavits  and  other  legal  documents  filed  or  deposited  in  any  such  court, 
may  be  proved  by  a  copy,  but  such  copy  must  purport  either  to  be  sealed  with 
the  seal  of  the  foreign  or  colonial  court,  or  if  it  have  no  seal,  to  be  signed  by  the 
judge,  or  one  of  the  judges  of  the  court,  who  shall  attach  to  his  signature  a  state- 
ment on  the  copy  that  the  court  has  no  seal,  and  if  the  copy  purport  to  be  bo 
sealed  or  signed  it  shall  be  admitted  without  the  proof  of  the  seal,  or  signature, 
or  of  the  truth  of  statement  attached  to  it,  or  of  the  judicial  character  of  the  per- 
son signing.    See  Appendix. 

'  Henry  v.  Adey,  3  East  221 ;  Black  v.  Lord  Braybrooke,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  7  ]  Appleton  v.  Lord  Braybrooke,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  £.  C.  L.  R.)  6  ;  9  Mod. 
66 ;  Alves  v.  Bunbury,  4  Camp.  28 ;  Buchanan  v.  Rucker,  1  Gamp.  63  ;  Flindt 
T.  Atkins f  3  Camp.  215.  If  a  colonial  court  possess  a  seal,  it  ought  to  be  used, 
although  so  much  worn  as  no  longer  to  make  any  impression:  Caven  v.  Stetoart^ 
1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  525. 

'  Appleton  T.  Lord  Braybrooke;  Alve$  y.  Bunbury,  supra. 
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sufficient  to  produce  what  purports  to  be  a  copy  *under  the   ruiAQQ-i 
seal  of  one  who  is  proved  to  be  clerk  of  the  court.^ '     A 

''  Appleton  V.  Lord  Brayhrooke;  Alves  r,  Bunhury^  supra. 

^  Copies  of  the  proceedings  or  decrees  of  foreign  courts  or  tribunals  though 
under  the  hands  and  seals  of  the  officers  of  such  courts,  are  not  of  themselves 
evidence,  but  must  be  proved  like  other  writings :  Ddafield  v.  Hand,  3  Johns* 
310.  A  copy  certified  under  the  seal  of  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  kingdom 
in  which  the  tribunal  exists  is  inadmissible ;  it  being  neither  a  sworn  copy,  nor 
unless  it  appear  that  the  secretary  has  officially  the  custody  of  records  of  that 
description,  an  office  copy :  Vandevoort  v.  Smithy  2  Caines  155 ;  Church  v.  Huh- 
hardy  2  Cranch  187.  But  the  copy  of  a  sentence  of  a  foreign  court  of  Admiralty, 
under  the  seal  of  the  court,  signed  by  the  actuary  in  the  absence  of  the  registrar, 
accompanied  with  proof  of  the  seal  and  signature,  was  held  to  be  sufficiently 
authenticated :  Garden  v.  Columbian  Ins.  (7o.,  7  Johns.  514.  And  a  copy  cer- 
tified under  the  seal  of  the  court  by  the  deputy  registrar,  whose  official  charac- 
ter is  certified  by  the  judge  of  the  court  and  that  of  the  judge  by  a  notary  public, 
18  admissible :  Teat<m  v.  Fry,  5  Cranch  335.  But  it  is  not  admissible  without 
the  jndge^s  certificate  that  he  is  the  registrar:  Spegail  v.  Perkins y  2  Root  274. 
Foreign  judgments  are  authenticated :  1st.  By  an  exemplification  under  the 
great  seal.  2d.  By  a  copy  proved  to  be  a  true  copy.  3d.  By  the  certificate  of 
an  officer  authorized  by  law,  which  certificate  must  itself  be  properly  authenti- 
cated. These  are  the  usual  and  most  proper,  if  not  the  only  modes  of  verifying 
foreign  judgments.  But  if  they  are  all  beyond  the  reach  of  the  party,  other 
testimony,  inferior  in  its  nature,  may  be  received.  Per  Marshall,  C.  J.,  Church 
T.  Huhhardy  ubi  sup.  If  the  decrees  of  the  colonies  of  a  foreign  country  are  trans- 
mitted to  the  seat  of  its  government,  and  registered  in  the  department  of  state, 
a  certificate  of  that  fact,  under  the  great  seal,  with  a  copy  of  the  decree,  authen- 
ticated in  the  same  manner,  would  be  sufficient  primd  facie  evidence.  Ibid. 
See  Munford  v.  Boume,  Anthon's  N.  P.  25.  In  Thompson  v.  Stewart y  3  Conn. 
171,  it  was  held  that  the  seal  of  a  foreign  court  of  admiralty  need  not  be  proved. 
The  seals  of  such  courts,  in  cases  under  the  laws  of  nations,  are  admitted  without 
further  authentication,  as  they  are  courts  of  the  whole  civilized  world,  and  every 
person  interested  is  a  party.  Admitted  by  counsel  on  both  sides  in  Chttrch  v. 
Hubbardy  ubi  sup, ;  Gilb.  £v.  22,  23 ;  1  Rob.  296.  The  public  seal  of  a  State 
or  kingdom  is  noticed  judicially  by  the  tribunals  of  other  States,  and  the  record 
of  a  judgment  authenticated  by  such  seal,  need  not  be  accompanied  with  any 
certificate  of  its  being  a  copy  under  the  signature  of  any  officer  of  the  court 
rendering  the  judgment :  Qrisvoold  v.  Piteaimy  2  Conn.  85 ;  Anon,,  9  Mod.  66 ; 
see  also  United  States  v.  Johns y  4  Dall.  416.  But  when  a  civil  war  rages  in  a 
foreign  nation,  and  one  part  separates  itself  from  the  old  established  government 
and  erects  itself  into  a  distinct  government,  the  courts  of  the  Union  must  view 
Buch  newly-constituted  government  as  it  is  viewed  by  the  legislative  and  execu- 
tive departments  of  the  government  of  the  United  States  and  before  it  is  by  them 
recognized  as  an  independent  government,  its  seal  cannot  be  allowed  to  prove 
itself;  but  it  may  be  proved  by  such  testimony  as  the  nature  of  the  case  admits : 
VniUd  States  v.  Palmer  e<  oZ.,  3  Wheat.  616 ;  The  Estrella,  4  Wheat.  298.  What 
is  sufficient  evidence  to  authenticate,  in  the  courts  of  this  country,  the  sentence 
or  act  of  a  foreign  tribunal  or  government,  after  a  destruction  of  such  govern- 
ment by  revolution  or  conquest ;  see  Hadjidd  y.  Jameson,  2  Munf.  53.        M. 
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divorce  under  the  seal  of  a  foreign  coart  is  not  evidence  without  call- 
ing persons  to  prove  the  law  of  the  country.' 

A  judgment,  decree,  or  sentence,  may  be  impeached  by  proof, 
first,  that  it  never  existed,  or  was  void  ab  initio  ;^  secondly,  that  it 
was  fraudulent  and  covinous ;  thirdly,  that  it  has  been  revoked. 
First,  that  it  never  existed,  as  by  showing  that  the  alleged  probate 
was  forged  ;^  that  the  testator  had  bona  notabUia  in  another  diocese  ;^ 
that  the  testator  is. still  living  ;"*  but  not  that  the  will  was  forged,*^ 
or  that  the  testator  was  non  compos^'*  or  that  another  is  executor,' 
for  this  would  be  to  falsify  the  judgment.^  Of  course  it  never 
existed  as  a  valid  sentence,  if  the  court  had  not  jurisdiction  to  enter 
into  the  matter.'  In  trespass,  where  the  plaintiff  had .  been*  con- 
r*401"l  ^'^^®^  *upon  four  convictions,  for  carrying  on  his  trade, 
upon  the  same  day,  it  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient  answer  to 
three  of  such  convictions,  that  the  justices  had  no  jurisdiction,  al- 
though the  convictions  had  not  been  quashed."  An  ecclesiastical 
judge  is  not  liable  to  an  action,  though  he  excommunicate  a  party 
erroneously,  but  it  is  otherwise   if  he  excommunicate  not  having 

*  Ganer  v.  Lady  Lanesbarough^  Peake^s  0.  17.  See  FremouU  v.  Dedire^  1  P. 
Wms.  431 ;  Henry  y.  Adey^  3  East  221. 

J  No  appeal  need  be  made  against  an  order  where  the  justices  wanted  jurisdic- 
tion ;  anless  the  object  be  to  bring  an  action  of  trespass  against  them,  and  the 
plaintiff  does  not  wish  to  qaash  it  in  Q.  B.  See  anU,  p.  370,  note  (n) ;  see  Vol. 
II.,  tit.  Settlement  ;  or  against  the  proceedings  of  commissioners,  in  respect  to 
matters  as  to  which  they  had  no  authority :  Atiomey- General  v.  Lord  Hotham^ 

I  Turn.  &  Russ.  219. 

*  T.  Ray.  404-6 ;  1  Sid.  359. 

>  B.  N.  P.  247  i  Nod.  v.  WelU,  1  Sid.  359 ;  1  Lev.  235,  per  BuUer,  J. ;  3  T.  R. 
131 ;  5  Rep.  30 ;  Stokes  v.  BaU,  5  B.  &  C.  (11  £.  C.  L.  R.)  491 ;  and  see  Whytt 
V.  Rose,  3  Q.  B.  (43  E.  C.  L.  R.)  493 ;  Lysons  v.  Barrow,  2  Ring.  N.  C.  (29  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  486 ;  HuthwaiU  v.  Phaire,  1  M.  &  G.  (39  E.  C.  L.  R.)  159. 

■  AUen  V.  Dundas,  3  T.  R.  129. 

^  But  upon  an  indictment  for  forging  a  will,  it  may  be  proved  that  the  will 
was  a  forgery,  notwithstanding  the  probate :  R.  v.  Buttery  and  Macnamara^  R. 
&  R.  C.  C.  342.  Indeed,  this  may  be  proved  in  any  legal  proceeding,  civil  as 
well  as  criminal,  for  any  purpose  but  that  of  impeaching  the  title  of  the  executor, 
upon  which  the  decision  of  the  ecclesiastical  court  is  conclusive.  In  the  case  of 
an  inferior  court  not  of  record,  the  party  may  show  that  the  cause  of  action  did 
not  arise  within  the  jurisdiction :  Herbert  t.  Cooke,  Willes  36,  note  (a). 

*  Harriot  v.  Marriott  1  Str.  671. 

P  Stirling's  case,  20  How.  St.  Tr.  473. 

^  1  Lev.  235 ;  2  Keb.  337. 

'  R.  V.  Bolton,  I  Q.  B.  (41  E.  C.  L.  R.)  66. 

'  Crepps  V.  Burden,  Cowp.  640.    But  see,  as  to  an  action  against  the  justiceBy 

II  k  12  Vict  c.  44,  ante,  p.  370,  note  (n). 
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jurisdiction.*  So  it  may  be  shown  that  a  person  is  not  within  the 
scope  of  the  bankrupt  laws,  although  the  commissioners  have  de- 
clared him  to  be  bankrupt.^  But  nothing  which  might  have  been 
insisted  upon  by  way  of  appeal  against  a  sentence  can  be  urged  in 
answer  to  the  evidence  supplied  by  the  sentence;'  and,  therefore, 
where  upon  an  indictment  for  assaulting  a  gentleman  commoner,  and 
expelling  him  from  the  gardens  of  a  college,  the  defendant  relied 
upon  a  sentence  of  expulsion,  it  was  held  to  be  no  answer,  that  a 
sufScient  number  of  members  had  not  concurred  in  the  sentence. 
So  it  may  be  shown  that  commissioners  having  '^'especial  r4e4()2-i 
power  by  an  inclosure  act  to  make  an  award  have  not  pur- 
sued that  power/  Secondly,  that  it  was  fraudulent  or  covinous,  for 
strangers  ought  not  to  be  bound  by  such  a  proceeding.'  Accord- 
ingly, in  The  Dueheas  of  Kingston's  case^  it  was  resolved  that,  even 
admitting  the  sentence  in  the  Spiritual  Court  to  be  conclusive,  still 
the  effect  might  be  removed  by  showing  coUusion.*^^  And  in  a  much 
later  case,  it  was  held,  that  a  sentence  of  divorce  from  the  first  mar- 

*  AckerUy  v.  Parkingon^  3  M.  &.  S.  411.  See  also  Moody  v.  ThurHon^  1  Str. 
4dl ;  Vol.  II.j  tit.  Justices.  Brown  v.  BuHerij  1  Doug.  407 ;  Lord  Radnor  v. 
Beeve,  2  B.  &  P.  391. 

"  In  strictness,  the  reason  why  the  adjudioation  of  the  commissioners  in  such 
cases  is  not  obligatory,  is,  that  it  is  merely  an  ex  parte  proceeding,  and  partakes 
no  more  of  the  nature  of  a  judgment,  than  the  finding  a  bill  of  indictment  by  a 
grand  jury.  Unless,  however,  it  be  contested  within  certain  periods,  the  an- 
nouncement in  the  Gazette  is  now  rendered  conclusive  in  certain  cases,  by  stat. 
12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106,  s.  233. 

'  R.  V.  Grundon,  Cowp.  315.  The  case  was  put  on  the  same  footing  with  a 
decree  in  the  Admiralty  Court,  which  must  stand  till  reversed.  Note,  the  court 
doubted  whether  Mr.  Oratoford,  the  prosecutor,  was  a  member  of  Queen's  College, 
bat  held,  that  even  if  he  were,  the  sentence  was  not  examinable  but  by  appeal  to 
the  visitor,  and  that  the  King's  courts  could  not  interfere.  As  to  the  general 
principle  that  a  sentence  by  the  members  of  a  college,  or  by  the  visitor  on  appeal, 
18  conclusive,  see  PhiUips  v.  Bury^  Skin.  447 ;  2  T.  R.  346 ;  Dr.  Patrick^ a  case, 
1  Lev.  65;  Dr,  Wedrington^a  caae,  1  Lev.  23;  Caaeof  New  ColL,  2  Lev.  14; 
Beg.  V.  Govemora  of  Darlington  Sehoolj  6  Q.  B.  (51  E.  C.  L.  R.)  682. 

^Rex  V.  Waahbrooke,  4  B.  &  C.  (10  E.  C.  L.  R.)  732.  For  the  further  con- 
sideration of  the  subject  of  jurisdiction,  especially  as  regards  the  operation  of  a 
judgment  or  sentence  to  protect  those  who  had  jurisdiction  to  pronounce  it,  see 
YoL  II.,  tit.  Justices. 

'  MeddowcToft  v.  Huguenin,  4  Moo.  P.  C.  R.  386.  Thus,  to  a  aci.  fa.  against 
a  shareholder  in  a  company,  the  defendant  may  plead  that  the  judgment  against 
the  company  was  obtained  by  fraud :  Philipaon  v.  Earl  of  Egremonty  6  Q.  B. 
(51  £.  C.  L.  R.)  587 ;  Bradley  v.  Eyre,  11  M.  &  W.  432;  Same  v.  Urquhart, 
Ibid.  456. 

•  20  How.  St  Tr.  355 ;  1  Ves.  159 ;  And.  392. 
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riage,  obtained  in  Scotland  by  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  husband, 
"would  be  no  bar  to  a  prosecution  for  bigamy.^  In  an  action  for 
assault  and  wounding  the  plaintiff,  it  may  be  shown  that  an  acquittal 
upon  an  indictment  charging  the  injury  as  a  felonious  wounding,  was 
fraudulent  and  collusive/  So  where  an  executor  pleads  judgments 
recovered,  the  plaintiff  may  reply  that  they  are  covinous.*  So  a 
stranger  to  a  fine  or  recovery  may  avoid  it  by  showing  collusion.* 
So  if  it  appear  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings  that  the  party  to  be 
affected  by  a  foreign  judgment,  or  by  process  of  foreign  attachment, 
was  never  summoned,  or  never  had  notice  of  the  proceeding.'  But 
r*4031  ^^  ^^  ^  general  rule  that  a  person  who  was  a  '''party  to  the 
proceeding,'  or  who  might  have  been  a  party^  to  it,  cannot 
show  collusion  in  order  to  repel  the  judgment.  Thirdly,  that  the 
judgment  has  been  reversed,^  as  that  letters  of  administration  have 
been  revoked,^  or  the  probate  repealed.^    But  an  appeal"^  or  writ  of 

^  Martin  Lolhfs  ease,  Rusb.  &  Rj.  C.  C.  L.  237. 

*  Crosby  y.  Leng,  12  East  409. 

'  Lhyd  V.  Maddox,  Moore  917 ;  Trethew/  v..  Aekland,  2  Wins.  SauDd.  48,  et 
not, 

•11  Str.  262. 

'  Buchanan  v.  Eucker,  9  East  192 ;  Cavan  v.  Stewart,  I  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  G.  L.  R.) 
625;  Bruce  v.  Wait,  1  M.  &  G.  (39  E.  C.  L.  R.)  1 ;  Frankland  v.  McQusty,  1 
Knapp,  P.  C.  274 ;  Ferguson  v.  Mahm,  11  Ad.  &  E.  (39  E.  C.  L.  R.)  179 ;  Hen- 
derson  t.  Henderson,  6  Q.  B.  (51  E.  0.  L.  R.)  298 ;  Bank  of  Australasia  y.  Nias, 
20  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  284 ;  and  ante,  p.  356,  et  seq.  It  is  against  natural  justice  to 
convict  a  man  without  a  summons :  R.  v.  Cotton,  1  Sess.  C.  179 ;  1  Bott  486 ;  1 
Bum's  J.  254,  23d  ed. ;  Doe  v.  Qartham,  1  Bing.  (8  £.  0.  L.  R.)  357 ;  R.  v. 
GasHn,  8  T.  R.  309;  WiUiams  v.  Lord  Bagot,  3  B.  &  C.  (10  E.  C.  L.  R.)  772; 
in  error.  The  husband  need  not  be  summoned  in  case  of  a  criminal  proceeding 
against  the  wife:  R.  v.  Ellen  Taylw,  3  Burr.  1681.  In  R.y,  Clegg,  Str.  475,  an 
order  of  bastardy  made  at  sessions  set  out  no  summons,  but  the  court  said  they 
would  presume  one. 

*  Prudham  v.  Phillips,  Str.  2 ;  Ambler  763 ;  Bessy  v.  Windham,  6  Q.  B.  (51  £. 
C.  L.  R.)  166 ;  but  see  Smith  v.  NichoUs,  5  Ring.  N.  C.  (35  E.  C.  L.  R.)  222 ; 
Phillipson  v.  Earl  of  Egremont,  6  Q.  B.  (51  E.  0.  L.  R.)  587. 

"*  Mayo  v.  Browne,  11  St.  Tr.  213. 

*  Where  a  judgment  by  default  in  an  inferior  court  has  been  removed  by 
habeas,  the  judgment  below  is  not  evidence  against  the  defendant:  Boltings  v. 
Firby,  9  B.  &  0.  (17  E.  0.  L.  R.)  762.  So  where,  on  a  case  reserved,  the  judges 
held  a  former  indictment,  on  which  the  party  had  been  convicted,  bad :  R,  v. 
Reader,  4  C.  &  P.  (19  £.  C.  L.  R.)  245. 

*  Sid.  359. 

'  3  Lev.  135 ;  but  note,  such  repeal  would  not  invalidate  a  payment  to  the 
executor :  Allen  v.  Dundas,  3  T.  R.  125. 
■  Bird:'s  case,  2  Den.  C.  C.  94. 
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error*  against  a  sentence  is  no  answer  to  the  sentence ;  and  an  at* 
tainder  standing  unreversed,  although  founded  upon  an  insufficient 
indictment,  is  valid  and  pleadable  in  bar.®  Other  evidence  to  im- 
peach the  truth  of  a  record  is  inadmissible ;  it  is  not  competent  to 
a  part;  to  prove  that  a  verdict  was  improperly  entered  bj  mistake.' 
Thus  far  of  judgments,  decrees,  and  verdicts.  The  second  ri^AQA-] 
*cla8S  into  which  judicial  documents  are  divided  consists  of 
inquisitioDS,  depositions,  and  examinations  taken  in  the  course  of 
a  judicial  proceeding.  Such  inquests  as  are  of  a  public  nature,  and 
taken  under  competent  authority,  to  ascertain  a  matter,  of  public 
interest,  are,  upon  principles  already  announced,^  admissible  in 
evidence  against  all  the  world.  They  are  very  analogous  to  adjudi* 
cations  in  rem,  being  made  on  behalf  of  the  public ;  no  one  is  pro- 
perly a  stranger  to  them  ;  and  all  who  can  be  affected  by  them  usually 
have  the  power  of  contesting  them.  In  general,  where  property  is 
vested  in  the  Crown  upon  an  inquest  of  office,  by  a  coroner,  escheator' 
or  other  officer  of  the  Grown,  the  parties  affected  by  the  inquest  have 
a  right  of  traverse  reserved  to  them,  or  they  may  proceed  by  mon9' 
trans  de  droit.  Upon  a  finding  of  felo  de  se,  the  executor  or  adminis- 
trator may  remove  it  into  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  and  traverse 
it ;'  for  it  would  be  hard  that  he  should  be  concluded  by  an  inquisi- 
tion, which  is  nothing  more  than  an  inquest  of  office,  taken  behind 
his  back.*  By  the  express  provisions  of  many  statutes,  inquests  of 
office  before  escheators  are  required  to  be  held  in  a  public  open  place, 
and  every  one  is  to  be  heard  in  evidence.*    And  by  the  provisions  of 

•  Heney's  casey  11  St.  Tr.  207,  212 ;  Ann.  11 ;  Doe  dm.  Tatham  v.  Wrighij  10 
A.  &  E.  (37  E.  C.  L.  R.)  763. 

«  4  Co.  45 ;  2  Hale  251 ;  Price  v.  Oldfield,  And.  222 ;  2  Sid.  359.  An  execution 
on  an  erroneous  judgment  ia  good  till  reversed:  1  Ld.  Raym.  546.  An  accessory 
cannot  take  advantage  of  error  in  the  judji^ment  against  the  principal :  1  Hale 
625 ;  R.  V.  Baldwin,  3  Gamp.  265 ;  and  see  Holmes  v.  Walsh,  7  T.  R.  458. 
Judgment  against  the  husband  for  treason,  not  reversed,  sufficient  to  deprive 
the  wife  of  her  dower :  per  Lawrence,  J.,  Ibid. 

'  Beed  v.  Jackson,  I  East  355. 

4  Ante,  p.  286,  et  seq,,  and  see  the  cases  there. 

'  See  as  to  the  writ  of  escheat,  the  stat  1  Han.  VIII.  c.  8.  The  inquisition 
on  such  a  writ  is  evidence  to  show,  according  to  the  finding  of  the  jury,  that 
the  party  died  without  heirs. 

•  I  Hale,  P.  0.  416-17 ;  Barclay's  case,  Easter,  45  £.  3 ;  but  Ld.  Coke  held 
otherwise,  8  Inst.  55.  Every  thing  done  under  it  is  traversable :  Oamett  v. 
Ferrand,  6  B.  &  C.  (13  E.  C.  L.  R.)  611. 

•  According  to  Lord  Hale,  1  P.  C.  416,  417 ;  East's  P.  G.  389. 

-  34  Edw.  III.,  0.  13 ;  36  Edw.  III.,  c.  13 ;  1  Hen.  YIIL,  c.  8  ;  2  &  3  Edw.  YI., 
c.  8 ;  3  Gomm.  260. 
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these  statutes  the  remedy  by  traverse  uni  monBtrans  de  droithtis  been 
much  enlarged.''  Upon  the  same  principle,  upon  the  execution  of  a 
writ  of  extent,  one  who  claims  property  in  the  goods  which  are  in 
possession  of  the  defendant  may  assert  his  claim  before  the  sheriff, 
r*4051  *"^  cross-examine  the  witness  ^adduced  by  the  prosecutor/ 
But  still  it  seems  that  the  finding  of  a  fugam  fecit  by  the 
coroner's  inquisition  against  one  who  occasioned  the  death  of  another, 
is  conclusive,'  although  a  jury  upon  the  trial  find  otherwise  ;*  yet, 
upon  principle,  the  traverse  ought  to  be  admitted  in  that  case  as  well 
as  upon  the  finding  a  party  felo  de  se,^ 

Since  then  the  usual  effect  of  such  inquest  of  oflSce  is  to  vest  the 
property  in  the  Crown,  reserving  to  the  party  affected,  in  most  in- 
stances, a  right  of  traverse,  the  consequence  seems  to  be,  that  such 
inquisition,  standing  undisputed  and  unreversed,  would  be  conclusive 
as  to  the  right  of  property,  not  only  as  between  any  claimant  and  the 
Crown,  but  also,  as  in  the  case  of  Toomes  v.  Etheringttmy*  between 
any  other  parties.  The  plaintiff  in  that  case  sued  an  administrator  of 
ToomeSy  upon  a  judgment  recovered  by  the  intestate  against  the  de- 
fendant; the  defendant  pleaded  that  the  intestate  was  feh  de  se^ 
whereby  the  judgment  was  forfeited ;  the  plaintiff  replied  a  subse- 
quent statute  of  pardon,  to  which  the  defendant  demurred,  and  the 
judgment  was  given  for  the  defendant ;  because  by  the  finding  of  the 
inquest  the  debt  and  damages  were  vested  in  the  king,  and  the  statute 
contained  no  words  of  restitution. 

Upon  an  issue  devisavit  vel  non,  the  question  was,  whether  the  in- 
quest of  the  coroner,  super  vigum  corporiSj  finding  the  testator  luna- 
tic, was  admissible ;  and  the  court  was  divided  upon  the  point  ;^  two 
ri'40B1  ^^  ^^^  judges  deeming  '^it  to  be  inadmissible,  because  the  par- 
ties were  not  the  same,  the  one  being  a  civil  and  the  other  a 
criminal  proceeding.     But  in  that  case  the  dissentient  judges  ex- 

'  2  Comm.  260. 

^  R.  y.  Bickley^  3  Price  454 ;  and  the  sheriff  having  refused  to  permit  such  in- 
terrogatories to  be  put,  the  coart  set  aside  the  inquisition. 

'  I  Wms.  Saund.  362,  n.  1 ;  «e<2  mde  6  B.  &  G.  (13  £.  C.  L.  R.)  627  ;  ncj^ro, 
note  (6). 

*'  Ibid.  The  jury  cannot  now  be  charged  to  find  this,  7  &  8  Qeo.  IV.,  c.  28, 
B.  5. 

^  See  1  Saand.  362,  n.  1. 

•  I  Saand.  361. 

^  The  inquest  was  read  at  the  instance  of  Pratt,  J.,  although  he  was  of 
opinion  that  it  was  not,  in  strictness,  admissible  ;  because  it  was  an  issue  out  of 
Chancery,  and  merely  to  inform  the  conscience  of  the  Chancellor :  Str.  68. 
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pressed  their  opinion  that  an  inquintio  post  mortem  would  be  admis- 
sible, because  it  was  a  civil  proceeding,  and  because  of  the  antiquity 
of  it,  or  as  reputation  to  prove  a  pedigree ;"  and  the  chief  justice 
cited  Lord  Derby* %  caae^  where  an  ifiqumtio  post  mortem  had  been 
admitted/ 

In  Sergeson  v.  Sealt/j'  Lord  Hardwicke  said  that  inquisitions  of 
lunacy,  inquisitions  post  mortem^  and  others,  were  always  admissible, 
though  not  conclusive.  In  the  case  of  Burridge  v.  The  Earl  ofEssex^ 
an  inquisition  post  mortem^  setting  out  the  tenor  of  a  deed,  was  held 
to  be  evidence  of  the  deed. 

An  inquisition  of  lunacy  may  be  considered  to  be  in  the  nature  of 
a  proceeding  in  rem,  since  it  is  instituted  by  the  direction  of  the 
Lord  Chancellor,  to  whom,  by  special  authority  from  the  king,  the 
custody  of  idiots  and  lunatics  is  intrusted,^  to  inquire  into  the  state  of 
the  party's  mind.  In  the  case  of  Faulder  v.  Silk,^  Lord  Ellenborough, 
upon  a  plea  of  non  est  factum  to  a  declaration  on  a  bond,  admitted 
proof  of  an  inquisition  taken  on  a  commission  of  lunacy,  against  the 
obligor  (to  whom  the  defendant  was  executor,)  upon  which  he  had 
been  found  to  be  a  lunatic;  but  held  that  it  was  by  no  means  con- 
clusive. Bo  such  an  '^inquisition  has  been  received  as  evi- 
dence in  a  criminal  case,  to  show  the  insanity  of  the  '-  -^ 
prisoner.^ 

So  other  inquisitions  taken  under  proper  authority  in  matters  of 
public  concern  are  admissible  in  evidence.  Thus  in  the  case  of  The 
Queen  v.  Sutton  and  others,"^  upon  an  indictment  against  the  defendant 
for  the  non-repair  of  Eelham  Bridge  (under  the  alleged  obligation 
ratione  tenures),  the  defendants  tendered  in  evidence  a  presentment 
against  the  vill  of  Kelham  in  the  reign  of  Edward  the  Third,  upon 

•  Janes  v.  Whitey  Str.  68. 

'  And  see  B.  N.  P.  228  ;  and  per  Hardwicke,  C,  in  Sir  Hugh  SmithaoiCs  case, 
Ibid. 

'  2  Atkins  412.  And  in  accordance  with  this  opinion,  from  Faulder  v.  Silk, 
3  Camp.  126 ;  I  Collins  396 ;  2  Madd.  Ch.  576 ;  Frank  v.  Smith,  2  M.  &  Rob. 
315 ;  The  Irish  Society  v.  Bishop  of  Derry,  12  CI.  &  Fin.  666 ;  it  seems  now  to 
be  settled  that  such  inquisitions,  though  evidence,  are  not  conclusive. 

^  2  Ld.  Rajm.  1292.  An  inquisitio  post  mortem,  and  traverse  thereon,  is 
evidence,  although  it  be  voidable :  Leighton  v.  Leighton,  Stra.  308  ;  Ibid.  1151. 

'  3  P.  Wms.  108 ;  and  see  now  the  statutes  5  &  6  Vict  c.  84,  and  8  Jb  9  Vict. 
c.  100. 

'  3  Camp.  126 ;  see  Dane  v.  Lady  Kirkwall,  8  C.  &  P.  (34  £.  C.  L.  R.)  683. 

'  R,  V.  Bowler,  C.  B.,  June,  1812;  cor.  Le  Blanc  and  Gibbs,  Js.  See  Vol.  II., 
tit.  Will. 

■  8  Ad.  &  E.  (35  E.  C.  L.  R.)  516. 
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which  the  defendants  had  been  acquitted,  the  jury  upon  that  present- 
ment finding,  in  answer  to  questions  put  by  the  court,  that  the  bridge 
had  been  built  within  sixty  years  of  report  of  men  of  the  county 
passing  that  way ;  and  as  to  the  question,  who  of  right  ought  to  re- 
pair the  bridge,  having  answered  that  they  were  ignorant;  and  it 
was  held  that  the  presentment  and  finding,  which  had  been  removed 
into  Chancery,  together  with  a  grant  of  pontage  for  the  repairs  of 
the  bridge,  soon  afterwards  granted  by  the  Crown,  were  admissible 
in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  to  negative  the  alleged  im- 
memorial liability  to  repair  the  bridge.  From  the  judgment  in  this 
case,  the  court  appear  to  have  been  of  opinion  that  the  inquest  was 
admissible  as  a  public  proceeding,  in  which  the  jury  might  properly 
inquire,  not  only  whether  the  persons  charged  were,  but  also  in  gen- 
eral who,  and  whether  any  one,  was  liable  to  repairs.  An  inquisition 
likewise  taken  under  the  stat.  4  Edw.  I.,  was  received,  although  the 
commission  could  not  be  found.'' 

But  where  an  inquisition  has  been  taken  without  legal  authority 

it  is  inadmissible  ;"*  as  in  Latkow  v.  * Uamer^^  yfhere  it  was 

L         ^   held  that  an  inquisition  by  the  sheriff  to  ascertain  to  whom 

the  goods  seized  under  an  execution  against  A,  belonged,  it  was  not 

evidence  for  A.  in  an  action  brought  by  A.  against  the  sheriff. 

"  Rowe  V.  Brenion,  8  B.  &  C.  (15  E.  C.  L.  R.)  747 ;  and  see  Bayley  v.  Wylie^ 
6  Esp.  C.  85 ;  Vicar  o/Kdlington  v.  IHn.  Coll,  1  Wils.  170. 

"  In  Emna  v.  Taylor,  7  Ad.  &  E.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  r»17,  a  report  of  a  survey  by 
the  deputy  surveyer  of  the  duchy  of  Lancaster,  stating  that  the  tenants  of  a 
particular  manor  had  at  a  Court  of  Survey  fenced  its  boundaries,  is  not  a  pro- 
ceeding authorized  like  that  in  Rowe  v.  Brenton,  by  the  statute  Extenta  Manerii, 
4  Edw.  I.,  and  therefore  it  is  not  receivable  to  prove  the  boundaries.  A  pre- 
sentment by  the  jury  under  a  commission  from  Oliver  Cromwell,  apparently  as 
a  private  individual,  is  not  evidence:  Duke  of  Beaufort  v.  Smith,  4  Exch.  450. 
But  the  finding  of  a  jury  summoned  under  a  commission  from  the  Duchy  Court 
of  Lancaster  to  ascertain  the  boundary  between  two  manors  is  admissible  as  a 
verdict,  and  as  reputation  to  prove  such  boundary :  Brisco  v.  Lomax^  8  Ad.  & 
E.  (35  E.  C.  L.  R.)  198.  But  in  The  Queen  v.  Lee,  10  Ad.  A  E.  (37  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
398,  the  Court  of  Queen^s  Bench  intimated  a  doubt  whether  presentments  by 
sewers  juries  touching  liabilities  to  repair  within  certain  lands  could  be  admitted ; 
and  see  ante,  p.  287.  In  general  when  the  inquisition  is  of  general  concern- 
ment, the  commission  under  which  it  was  held  need  not  be  proved :  B.  N.  P. 
228  :  otherwise  the  commission  must  be  produced :  Evans  v.  Taylor,  supra^  with 
the  same  exception  as  in  so  many  other  cases  of  andent  transactions :  Mayor 
of  Beverly  v.  Craven,  2  M.  &  Rob.  140;  Bayley  v.  Wylie,  6  Esp.  85;  ante,  p. 
289 ;  and  see  Hardcasilt  v.  Sdatetj  2  GwilL  787  ;  Anderton  v.  Magawley,  3  Bro. 
P.  C.  588. 

p  2  H.  Bl.  437 ;  Olo»$op  v.  Pole,  3-M.  &  S.  175;  Leighton  v.  heighten,  I  Sho. 
S08.    For  this  is  an  inquiry  by  the  sheriff  merely  for  his  own  information. 
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Depositions''  of  witnesses,'  although  made  ander  *the  sanc- 
tion of  an  oath,  are  not  in  general  evidence  as  to  the  facts  *-  ^ 
which  they  contain,  unless  the  party  to  be  affected  by  them  has 
cross-examined  the  deponents,  or  has  been  legally  called  upon,  and 
had  the  opportunity  to  do  so ;  for  otherwise  one  of  the  great  and 
ordinary  tests  of  truth  would  be  wanting.'  Evidence  of  this  kind  is 
weak  and  is  not  admissible,  unless  it  be  the  best  evidence  which  can 
be  procured,  and  also  unless  the  party  against  whom  it  is  offered,  or 
the  party  under  whom  he  claims,  has  had  the  power  of  cross-examina- 
tion, and  has  been  legally  called  on  to  examine;  which  must  be 
proved  by  showing  that  he  was  a  party  to  the  proceeding ;  that  it 
was  a  judicial  proceeding ;  and  that  he  did  cross-examine,  or  might 
have  done  so.  There  are  some  exceptions  where  the  proceeding  is  of 
a  public  nature,  or  the  evidence  falls  within  the  general  scope  of  the 
rule  as  to  reputation. 

It  is  an  incontrovertible  rule,  that  when  the  witness  himself  may 
be  produced,  his  deposition  cannot  be  read,  for  it  is  not  the  best  evi- 

**  As  to  depositions  taken  before  Justices,  see  II  &  12  Viot.  c.  42,  s.  17,  and 
Vol.  Il.y  tit.  Depositions.  And  as  to  examinations  and  depositions  taken  under 
a  commission,  see  post,  p.  423,  et  seq. 

'  The  oral  testimony  of  'a  witness  on  a  former  trial  stands  upon  the  same 
grounds:  B.  N.  P.  242;  Shenoin  v.  Clargts,  12  Mod.  343:  Pyhe  v.  Crouch,  1 
Ld.  Rajm.  730.  In  Wright  v.  Dot  dem.  Tatham,  1  Ad.  &  £.  (28  £.  C.  L.  R.) 
19,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  had  filed  a  bill  against  the  defendant,  and  an  issue 
at  law  had  been  directed  upon  the  question  whether  A,  had  devised  his  lands 
by  the  will  now  in  dispute.  At  the  trial  of  the  issue,  B,,  one  of  the  attesting 
witnesses,  was  examined  by  Wright  and  cross-examined  by  Tatham,  B,  having 
died  before  the  trial  of  the  second  action,  his  evidence  given  on  the  former  trial 
was  held  admissible  on  the  second,  although  other  plaintiffs  were  joined  with 
Wright  in  the  first,  and  Tatham  was  the  only  lessor  in  the  second.  In  this  case 
A  rule  of  court  had  been  made  by  consent  that  the  notes  of  the  evidence  at  the 
former  trial  should  be  read  as  to  such  witnesses  as  were  dead  or  beyond  sea. 
The  court  held  that  it  was  not  open  to  dispute  that  the  evidence  of  B,  should  be 
read,  his  death  having  been  proved.  They  also  held  that  it  was  equal  in  quality 
to  that  of  the  surviving  attesting  witness.  So  where  the  parties  and  the  title 
were  the  same,  although  the  lands  sought  to  be  recovered  were  different,  the  testi- 
mony of  a  witness  on  a  former  trial  was  received  at  a  subsequent  trial :  Doe  v. 
Derbff,  1  Ad.  &  £.  (28  £.  G.  L.  R.)  791.  But  identity  of  title  and  of  one  of  the 
parties  is  not  sufficient,  the  other  party  not  being  the  same  or  privy  to  him : 
Ibid.  783.  It  seems  that  the  testimony  must  be  proved  (unless  by  agreement) 
by  the  judges'  notes,  or  by  a  person  present  who  can  prove  what  the  witness 
said :  Mayor  of  Doncaster  v.  Day,  3  Taunt.  262 ;  Strutt  v.  BoHngdon,  5  £8p.  56  ; 
B,  V.  Joliffe,  4  T.  R.  290. 

'  Ante,  p.  34. 

26 
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dence.^  Bat  the  deposition  of  a  witness  may  be  read,  not  only  where 
it  appears  that  the  witness  is  actually  dead,  but  in  all  cases  where  he 
is  dead  for  all  purposes  of  evidence ;  as  where  diligent  search  has 

*been  made  for  him  and  he  cannot  be  found,*  where  he 
■-  -^  resides  in  a  place  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,*  or 
where  he  has  become  lunatic  or  attainted/ 

It  has  even  been  said,  that  if  a  witness,  having  been  subpoenaed, 
falls  sick  by  the  way,  his  deposition  may  be  read.'  So  if  the  wit- 
ness had  been  kept  out  of  the  way  by  the  adversary,*  or  labor  under 
any  infirmity  which  incapacitates  him  as  a  witness.^  So  the  deposi- 
tion of  a  party  absent  in  Ireland  has  been  admitted.*    According 

*to  the  practice  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  directing  an 
■-         -J   issue  at  law,  an  order  is  made  that  the  depositions  of  wit- 

*  Benson  v.  OlivCj  Stra.  920  ;  Godb.  193 ;  Howard  v.  Tremaine,  Salk.  278 ;  4 
Mod.  146 ;  Tilley's  case,  286 ;  Hardr.  232  j  5  Mod.  163,  277 ;  T.  Raym.  336  ;  Fry 
V.  Wood,  1  Atk.  45 ;  Coker  v.  Farewell,  2  P.  Wms.  663  ;  B.  N.  P.  239. 

"  Godb.  326 ;  Law  of  £v.  106 ;  Benson  v.  Olive,  Stra.  920. 

'  Lord  Altham  v.  Earl  of  Anglesey,  Gilb.  £q.  Gas.  16,  18 ;  Rep.  temp.  Holt 
736. 

7  The  circumstance  of  attainder,  if  the  witness  were  accessible  to  process, 
would  not  now,  since  the  change  in  the  law,  render  his  deposition  admissible. 
It  has  also  been  decided  that  a  lunatic  may  be  examined :  R>  y.  Hill,  20  L.  J., 
M.  C.  222.  But  proof  of  temporary  insanity  will  suffice  to  let  in  tbe  deposi- 
tions :  R,  V.  Marshall,  Gar.  &  M.  (41  £.  C.  L.  R.)  147 ;  and  it  would  seem, 
that  unless  the  lunacy  was  of  such  a  character  as  to  render  the  witness  incapa- 
ble of  giving  evidence,  his  deposition  also  would  not  be  admissible.  In  R,  v. 
Hogg,  6  G.  &  P.  (25  £.  G.  L.  R.)  176,  the  deposition  of  an  old  and  bedridden 
woman  was  allowed  to  be  read,  there  being  no  probability  that  she  would  be 
able  to  attend  at  a  future  assizes.  In  criminal  cases  formerly  the  courts  would  not 
admit  the  deposition  of  ^a  witness  in  evidence,  whilst  any  reasonable  hope  re- 
mained that  the  witness  might  be  able  to  attend  on  some  future  opportunity : 
R.  V.  Savage,  5  G.  &  P.  (24  £.  C.  L.  R.)  143 ;  R.  y.  Marshall,  Gar.  k  M.  (41  £. 
G.  L.  R.)  147.  And  in  a  civil  case,  see  per  Lord  £llenborough,  Harrison  v. 
Blades,  6  Gamp.  457  ;  but  by  stat.  11  Jb  12  Vict.  c.  42,  the  depositions  are  made 
evidence,  whenever  the  witness  by  reason  of  illness  cannot  attend  the  trial,  see 
Vol.  II.,  tit.  Depositions. 

«  Mod.  283,  284;  Ld.  Raym.  730;  P.  Wms.  288-9  ;  Bao.  Abr.,  Ev.  F. ;  Vin. 
Abr.,  A.  b.  31,  pi.  10;  1  Yes.  &  Beames  22 ;  Jones  v.  Jones,  1  Goz's  Gas.  184. 

*  Green  v.  Gatewick,  B.  N.  P.  243 ;  R.  v.  Gutieridge,  9  G.  &  P.  (38  E.  G.  L. 
R.)  471. 

^  B.  N.  P.  239 ;  Kinsman  v.  Crooke,  Ld.  Raym.  1166 ;  Fry  v.  Wood,  1  Atk. 
145.  So  it  has  been  said,  if  the  witness  be  unable  to  travel.  But  see  the  case 
of  Harrison  v.  Blades,  3  Gamp.  57;  R,  v.  WiUhaw,  Gar.  k  M.  (41  E.  G.  L. 
R.)  145. 

*  Lord  Altham  v.  Lord  Anglesea,  11  Mod.  210 ;  Gilb.  £q.  R.  16,  18 ;  but  see 
Tr.  per  Pais,  7th  ed.  385,  386,  where  a  distinction  is  taken  between  Ireland,  and 
a  place  out  of  the  Ring^s  dominions. 
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nesses  shall  be  read  on  the  trial,  on  satisfactory  proof  that  thej 
were  unable  to  attend  in  person.^  The  principal  object  of  the 
order  is  convenience  in  dispensing  with  the  ordinary  preparatory 
proof.*  Where  depositions  had  been  taken  in  perpetuam  rei  memo- 
rianij  and  a  witness  afterwards  became  a  party  to  the  suit,  his  de- 
position would  not  formerly  be  read,  for  the  intent  of  the  deposition 
was  to  perpetuate  testimony  in  case  of  the  death  of  the  witness/  And 
so  it  was  held,  where  a  deponent  became  interested  after  his  exami- 
nation in  a  Court  of  Equity,  bdt  was  no  party  to  the  suit ;'  and  yet 
before  the  recent  alteration  of  the  law,  if  the  witness  became  in- 
terested by  operation  of  law,  the  case,  with  respect  to  the  question 
of  evidence,  was  the  same  as  if  he  had  become  blind  or  lunatic ; 
and  in  equity  depositions  have  been  admitted  under  such  circum- 
stances.^ Where  a  witness  has  been  examined  on  interrogatories 
by  consent,  on  account  of  his  expected  absence,  yet  if  he  be  not 
absent  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  his  deposition  cannot  be  read ;'  but 
it  is  not  necessary  that  he  should  be  actually  *on  his  voyage 
when  the  trial  comes  on ;  if  he  be  on  board  and  ready  to  ^  -' 
sail,  or  if  the  ship  has  been  compelled  to  put  back^  upon  a  tempo- 
rary exigency,  the  deposition  is  still  evidence.  Reasonable  proof 
must  be  adduced  by  the  party  who  offers  the  deposition  in  evidence, 
to  show  the  necessity  of  resorting  to  it.^     The  statement  of  the  de- 

*  Corbet  v.  Corbet,  1  Ves.  A  Beames  340. 

*  Palmer  v.  Lord  Aylesbury,  15  Ves.  176. 

'  TillG/'8  case,  Lofd  Rajm.  1008 ;  1  Salk.  286 ;  Holcroft  v.  Smith,  Eq.  Gas. 
Ab.  224 ;  Trin.  1702 ;  Vin.  Abr.,  Ev.  A.,  b.  31,  pi.  42;  Baker  v.  Lord  Fair/ax, 
Str.  101.  Where  a  plaintiff  in  equity  appointed  a  witness  his  executor,  who 
reviyed  the  suit,  his  deposition  was  ordered  to  be  read  on  such  trial :  Andrews 
V.  Beauchamp,  7  Sim.  65.  But  now  that  the  party  might  be  examined,  under 
14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99,  this  difficulty  would  not  arise. 

«  Baker  v.  Zord  Fairfax,  Str.  101. 

*  2  Ves.  sen.  42  j  Glynn  v.  Bank  of  England;  Holcroft  v.  Smithy  Eq.  Cas.  Ab. 
224;  Ooss  V.  Tracy,  1  P.  Wms.  287  ;  2  Vern.  472;  Haws  v.  Hand,  2  Atk.  615. 
In  Glynn  v.  Bank  of  England,  2  Ves.  sen.  42,  Lord  Hardwicke  said  such  evi- 
dence was  allowable  on  good  reason,  for  the  evidence  was  to  be  taken  as  it  stood 
at  the  time  of  the  witnesses  examination,  which  should  not  be  set  aside  unless  it 
could  be  supplied  by  other  evidence. 

*  Proctor  V.  Lainson,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  629 ;  2  Salk.  691 ;  2  Tidd's 
Pr.  9th  ed.  811.  For  it  is  an  implied,  condition  that  the  attendance  of  the  wit- 
ness is  not  practicable. 

*  Fonsick  V.  Agar,  6  Esp.  92.  See  Ward  v.  Wells,  1  Taunt.  461 ;  Varicas  v. 
French,  2  Car.  &  R.  (61  £.  C.  L.  R.)  1000.  See  the  statutes  and  decisions  on 
them  as  to  such  examinations,  post,  p.  429. 

«  Procter  V.  Lainson,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  629.    It  has  been  held  to  be 
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position  itself  is  insufficient.""  Upon  an  application  by  the  defend- 
ant, a  trial  for  misdemeanor  has  been  postponed  upon  his  consent- 
ing, by  writing  under  his  own  hand,  to  the  examination  of  a  witness 
for  the  Crown  upon  interrogatories." 

Secondly^  a  deposition  is  not  admissible  unless  the  parties  be  the 
same ;°  for  a  stranger  to  the  former  suit  had  no  opportunity  to  cross- 
examine,  and  therefore  cannot  be  affected  by  the  deposition  ;^  and  he 
cannot  use  them  against  one  who  was  a  party,  because  he  could  not 
have  been  prejudiced  by  them,  and  therefore,  for  want  of  mutuality, 
ought  not  to  take  advantage  of  them.^ 

♦Accordingly  on  an  appeal  of  murder  an  appellant  could 
^  ^  not  give  in  evidence  an  indictment  for  the  same  murder,  and 
what  a  witness  had  sworn  upon  the  trial ;'  as  the  evidence  on  the 
indictment  was  not  evidence  for  the  appellant  neither  was  it  for  the 

iDsufficient  to  show  that  the  witness  was  a  seafaring  man  and  that  several 
months  ago  he  belonged  to  a  vessel  lying  in  the  River  Thames,  without  show- 
ing the  nature  of  the  vessel,  or  whither  she  was  bound  :  Falconer  v.  HanBon^  1 
Gamp.  171. 

"  Proctor  V.  Lainson^  7  C.  &.  P.  (31  E.  C.  L.  R.)  629.  But  answers  to  inqui- 
ries are  evidence  to  satisfy  the  judge :  Burt  v.  Walker^  4  B.  &  A.  (6  £.  C.  L.  R.) 
697  ;   Wyatt  v.  Bateman,  7  Car.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  586. 

^  B,  V.  Morphew,  2  M.  &  S.  602.  The  same  thing  was  done  upon  the  trial  of 
Mr.  Hastings ;  see  2  M.  Jb  S.  603. 

°  They  are  admissible  against  the  Crown  ;  as  in  the  Baron  de  Bode^s  case,  8 
Q.  B.  (55  £.  G.  L.  R.)  208,  where  they  were  taken  under  a  commission  to  per- 
petuate testimony  filed  against  the  Attorney -General,  and  on  a  petition  of  right 
they  were  admitted  on  the  trial  of  a  traverse  of  the  inq«isition  taken  on  that 
petition. 

P  B.  N.  P.  242 :  Cook  v.  Fountain,  1  Vern.  413 ;  2  Rol.  Abr.  679 ;  Hob.  155. 

1  Bac.  Abr.,  Ev.  F. ;  Bushworih  v.  Pembroke,  Uardr.  472 ;  Gilb.  L.  of  Ev.  55 ; 
but  see  Yin.  Abr.,  Et.  A.,  b.  31,  pi.  47.  This  principle  seems  to  have  been  ex- 
tended to  a  case  where  the  party  against  whom  the  depositions  were  offered  in 
evidence  had  himself  read  the  depositions  in  a  former  cause.  Thus  on  an  issue 
from  Chancery  between  A.  and  B.  it  was  held,  that  depositions  produced  by  B, 
in  Chancery  in  a  suit  of  C  against  B.^  were  admissible ;  Atkins  v.  Humphreys, 
1  M.  &.  Rob.  523  ;  BrickeU  v.  HuUe,  7  Ad.  &  E.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R  )  456.  But  see 
Phill.  on  Evid.  571,  8th  ed.  Where  on  a  former  trial  of  the  title  to  the  same 
property  on  an  ejectment  by  the  same  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  against  a  different 
defendant,  a  deed  was  given  in  evidence  by  the  latter,  the  limitations  in  which 
were  stated  in  court  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  a  copy  of  the  shorthand-writer^ s 
notes  of  that  statement  was  rejected  in  another  ejectment  by  the  same  lessors  of 
the  plaintiff  against  a  different  defendant,  and  it  was  questioned  whether  it  would 
have  been  receivable,  had  the  parties  been  the  same :  Doe  dem,  Gilbert  v.  Ross, 
7  M.  &  W.  102. 

'  I  Sid.  235 :  2  Haw.  430 ;  2  Roll's  Rep.  460 ;  2  Keb.  384 ;  Bac.  Abr.,  Ev.  F. 
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appellee.'  A.  preferred  his  bill  against  B.^  and  B.  exhibited  his 
bill  touching  the  matter  against  A.  and  0, ;  on  a  trial  at  law  it  was 
held,  that  (7.  could  not  use  the  depositions  in  the  same  cause  between 
A,  and  £.,  but  that  the  whole  must  be  tried  as  res  nova}  The  de- 
positions or  evidence  of  a  witness  in  one  cause  cannot  be  evidence  in 
another,  where  the  verdict  would  be  inadmissible ;  for  the  oath  can- 
not be  given  in  evidence  without  first  giving  the  verdict  iiv  evidence  ;* 
for  otherwise  it  would  not  appear  that  the  oath  was  more  than  a 
voluntary  affidavit.  But  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  depositions 
should  have  been  made,  or  the  evidence  given  in  the  same  proceed- 
ing, provided  the  parties  be  the  same;  in  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
depositions  in  one  cause  are  frequently  read  in  another;  and  in 
courts  of  law,  the  evidence  which  the  witness  gave  on  a  former  trial 
may  be  *read  in  a  subsequent  one,  after  his  death,  or  while 
he  continues  abroad.'  *-         ^ 

But  although  the  parties  are  the  same,  yet  if  the  same  matters 
were  not  in  issue  in  the  former  cause,  the  depositions,  it  is  said,  are 
not  evidence ;'  this  rule,  however,  at  all  events,  does  not  apply  to 
cases  where  depositions  are  offered  against  those  who  were  not  par- 
ties to  the  former  suit,  as  matter  of  reputation,  for  there  the  very 

■  B.  N.  P.  243  ;  1  Sid.  326. 

•Gilb.  Law  of  Evid.  108;  Hard.  472;  12  Vin.  Abr.  109,  pi.  24;  AikvM^, 
ffumphra/s,  1  M.  &  Rob.  523 ;  BrickeU  v.  HuUe,  7  Ad.  &  £.  (34  £.  C.  L.  R.) 
456. 

■  B.  N.  P.  242 ;  1  Sid.  325 ;  but  see  253,  note  (t).  It  seems  to  be  sufficient  to 
give  the  po$tea  in  evidence. 

*  Per  Lord  Kenyon,  4  T.  R.  290 ;  Pike  v.  Crouch^  Lord  Raym.  730 ;  Patton  v. 
WaUer,  Str.  162;  GfreenY.  Oatewick,  B.  N.  P.  243;  12  Mod.  319;  Bam.  213, 
243;  Lord  Palmerstoh's  case,  cited  by  Lord  Kenyon,  4  T.  R.  290,  where  upon  a 
trial  at  bar  it  was  held,  on  all  hands,  that  what  Lord  PcUmerston  swore  upon  a 
former  trial  was  evidence,  the  witness  having  died  in  the  interim;  but  the  evidence 
was  ultimately  rejected  because  the  witness  could  not  give  the  words,  but  only 
the  fact.  In  chancery,  depositions  taken  thirty  years  ago  have  been  admitted 
to  be  read,  although  the  parties  were  not  the  same ;  because  they  related  to  the 
same  land,  and  the  tenants  were  parties  to  it,  and  the  plaintiff's  title  did  not 
then  appear :  B.  N.  P.  240 ;  Chan.  Cas.  73 ;  Bac.  Abr.,  Ev.  F. ;  £q.  Ca.  Ab.  627. 
Formerly  depositions  in  perpeiuam  rei  memoriam  were  not  published  till  after 
the  death  of  the  witnesses,  which  was  attended  with  inconvenience,  because 
they  swore  with  impunity  :  Bac.  Abr.,  Ev.  F. ;  and  see  7  Ad.  &  £.  (34  E.  C.  L. 
B.)  458 ;  Tu/ton  v.  WhUmore,  12  Ad.  &  E.  (40  E.  C.  L.  R.)  307.  Voluntary 
oaths,  too,  are  now  prohibited  by  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  62.  By  this  Act  a  decla- 
ration in  a  prescribed  form  is  substituted  in  many  cases  for  the  affidavits 
formerly  in  use. 

'  AUibone  v.  The  Attorney-General,  Yin.  Abr.,  Ev.  A.,  b.  31,  pi.  45. 
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circumstance  that  the  same  matter  was  litigated^  has  been  urged  as 
an  objection.* 

Neither  does  the  objection  apply  in  criminal  cases;  a  deposition 
made  upon  a  particular  charge  may  frequently  be  read  upon  the  trial 
of  the  prisoner  for  another.  A  deposition  taken  upon  a  charge  of 
assault  and  robbery  may  be  read  upon  a  trial  for  murder,  the  trans- 
action being  the  same.' 

r'^41  ^1  ^Depositions  in  a  former  cause  cannot  in  general  be  read 
against  one  who  does  not  claim  under  the  party  with  whom 
such  depositions  were  taken ;  but  in  equity,  if  a  legatee  bring  a  bill 
against  the  executor,  and  prove  assets,  it  is  said  that  another  legatee, 
although  no  party,  may  have  the  benefit  of  those  depositions;"  at 
law  they  may  be  read  where  the  defendant  claims  in  privity  with  the 
defendant  in  the  former  suit.^ 

Thirdly^  in  order  to  admit  a  deposition,  or  the  oral  testimony  of  a 
witness  in  a  former  cause,  it  is  necessary  to  show  that  such  a  case  or 
proceeding  legally  existed,  for  otherwise  it  would  not  appear  that 
the  deposition  was  anything  more  than  a  mere  voluntary  afiSdavit  of 
a  stranger."  It  seems  to  be  a  general  rule,  that  the  depositions  or 
evidence  in  a  former  cause  are  never  admissible  in  evidence,  unless 
the  verdict  or  judgment  would  in  itself  be  evidence/ 

*  Infra. 

^  R.  y.  Smith,  2  Starkie's  C.  (3  £.  C.  L.  R.)  208  ;  and  see  B.  v.  Edmunds,  6 
Car.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  164  j  Badbum's  case,  I  Leach  457  ;  and  Vol.  II.,  tit. 
Dbpositions. 

•  Coke  v.  Fountain^  Vern.  415 ;  12  Vin.  Abr.  160,  pi.  27.  A  party  executed 
a  power  of  appointing  funds  in  settlement  in  favor  of  children;  after  the  death 
of  one,  the  mother  and  the  survivors  executed  a  voluntary  conveyance  in  favor 
of  children  of  the  deceased,  and  subsequently  conveyed  the  premises  to  a  pur- 
chaser, who  filed  a  bill  to  set  aside  the  voluntary  conveyance,  and  a  bill  was 
also  filed  to  establish  the  sale,  by  a  partner  of  the  purchaser,  alleging  the  con- 
sideration to  have  been  paid  in  part  with  his  money,  and  a  suit  was  afterwords 
filed  against  the  two  latter  parties  to  establish  the  conveyance,  and  set  aside 
the  sale  as  fraudulent  and  collasive,'  in  which  suit  an  issue  was  directed  as  to 
the  bona  fides  of  the  sale,  and  payment  of  the  consideration ;  held,  that  on  the 
trial  the  depositions  taken  in  the  first  suit  by  the  purchaser  were  properly  re- 
jected :  Humphreys  v.  Pensam,  1  Myl.  &  Or.  580. 

*  Earl  of  Bath  v.  Battersea,  5  Mod.  9 ;  12  Vin.  Abr.  Ill,  pi.  31.  And  see  1 
Ad.  &  E.  (28  E.  C.  L.  R.)  788,  790. 

•  B.  N.  P.  242.  Sherwin  v.  Clarges,  12  Mod.  353.  There  is  also  this  objec- 
tion to  it,  that  its  statements  had  not  the  penal  sanction  of  an  oath. 

'  B.  N.  P.  242.  Because  giving  the  verdict,  &c.,  in  evidence  is  a  preparatory 
step ;  but  it  seems  that  the  production  of  the  postea  would  be  sufficient  to  war- 
rant the  reception  of  such  evidence,  since  it  would  show  the  fact  that  a  trial 
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*It  is  also  a  rule,  that  no  extra-judicial  deposition  can  be  r^A-tfn 
used  in  evidence ;  for  the  party  was  not  bound  to  take  any 
notice  of  the  proceeding.  Accordingly,  upon  an  indictment  for  a 
libel,  depositions  before  a  magistrate  were  not  admitted  in  evidence, 
as  they  would  have  been  under  the  statutes  of  Philip  k  Mary,  in 
cases  of  felony.'  Nor  are  they  so  in  any  case  where  the  proceeding 
is  coram  non  Judice  ;^  as,  where  a  voluntary  affidavit  is.  made  before 
the  Master,*  such  an  affidavit  would  not  be  evidence,  unless  the  ad- 
mission of  the  party  who  made  it  would  be  evidence.^  So  if  the 
bill  has  been  dismissed  on  account  of  the  irregularity  of  the  com- 
plaint,^ as  if  the  depositions  are  taken  in  a  revived  suit,  where  a  bill 
of  revivor  does  not  lie,""  for  in  such  a  case  there  is  no  complaint  be- 
fore the  court  in  which  depositions  can  regularly  be  taken.  But  if 
the  bill  be  dismissed  merely  because  the  matter  is  not  proper  for  a 
decree  in  equity,  although  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  the 
depositions  may  be  read  in  another  cause  between  the  same  parties.*^ 
Where  the  proceeding  is  merely  voidable,  it  seems  that  the  deposi- 
tions may  be  read ;  but  it  is  otherwise  where  it  is  absolutely  void.® 
But  in  some  instances,  where  depositions  have  been  irregularly  taken» 
a  Court  of  Equity  will  order  that  they  shall  stand.^*  Voluntary 
depositions  before  justices  cannot  be  read  on  an  indictment  for  trea- 
son, or  upon  the  trial  *of  an  appeal  or  in  a  civil  action,**  for 
they  are  extra-judicial.  It  was  held,  that  depositions  in  the  ^  -* 
Court  of  Wards  were  not  evidence  in  the  King's  Bench  to  prove  the 
same  title.' 

It  has  frequently  been  held,  that  depositions  taken  in  a  Spiritual 

was  had  between  the  same  parties.  It  should  seem,  however,  that  where  a  new 
trial  is  granted,  and  one  of  the  witnesses  dies  in  the  meantime,  his  evidence  on 
the  former  trial  would  be  admissible,  although  the  verdict  itself  would  be  in- 
admissible :  B.  v.  Joliffe,  4  T.  R.  290.  ^ 

«  E.  V.  Painej  5  Mod.  12  j  Vin.  Abr.^  Ev.  A.,  b.  31.  This  was  before  7  Geo. 
IV.  c.  64,  which  extended  to  misdemeanors.  And  see  5  &  6  Will.  lY.  c.  62, 
which  prohibits  voluntary  oaths. 

^  Stock  V.  DenetD^  Vin.  Abr.,  Ev.  A.,  b.  31,  pi.  16. 

»  Sty.  446 ;  May  v.  May,  K.  B.  at  Bar ;  Bac.  Abr.,  Ev.  F.  *  Ibid. 

>  1  Ch.  Ca.  185 ;  Backhouse  v.  Middleton,  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  56. 

-  1  Ch.  Ca.  175. 

»  Smith  V.  VeaUj  Ld.  Raym.  735 ;  Ch.  Ca.  175  ;  3  Ch.  Rep.  72 ;  12  Vin.  Abr. 
109,  pi.  15 ;  Noyder  v.  Peacock,  Ibid.  112,  pi.  41. 

*  Leighton  v.  Leighton,  Stra.  308. 

'  Murray  v.  WUe,  cited  Stra.  308. 

4  2  Hale's  P.  C.  286 ;  Ld.  Raym.  730 ;  and  see  sup.  n.  (g). 

'  2  RoU.  R.  212. 
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Court  cannot  be  used,  even  by  consent/  in  a  court  of  common  law,' 
because  it  is  not  a  court  of  record.  Yet  the  same  objection  applies 
to  depositions  in  Chancery.  In  Breedon  v.  <?z7Z,*  Lord  Holt  expressed 
an  opinion  that  depositions  before  commissioners  of  excise  might,  if 
the  witnesss  died,  be  afterwards  read  before  the  commissioners  of 
appeals.  And  depositions  under  the  statutes  of  Philip  &  Mary,  and 
7  Geo.  IV.  c.  64,  were  read  upon  trials  for  felony,  although  they 
were  not  of  record.  And  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  these  statutes  do 
not  expressly  direct  that  these  depositions  shall  be  evidence ;  they 
were,  indeed,  originally  intended  for  a  different  purpose,  and  they  be- 
come evidence  as  authorized  proceedings  in  the  course  of  the  same 
prosecution.'  In  Welsh's  case/  Lord  Hale  assigns  two  reasons  why, 
upon  an  indictment  for  a  forcible  marriage  with  Mrs.  Puckring^  the 
deposition  of  Mrs.  Puckring  before  commissioners  appointed  to  dis- 
solve the  marriage,  if  they  thought  fit,  should  not  be  read ;  first, 
because  it  was  a  proceeding  according  to  the  civil  law,  in  a  civil 
cause ;  secondly,  because  she  was  interested ;  and  does  not  hint  that 
it  was  an  objection  that  the  court  was  not  a  court  of  record.  With 
respect  to  depositions  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  C.  B.  Gilbert  lays 
TMI^l  ^^  down  that  they  may  be  read  when  taken  in  a  cause  over 
*which  they  have  jurisdiction,  as  far  as  relates  to  that  cause, 
since  they  are  lawful  oaths,  and  a  man  may  be  indicted  for  violation 
of  them.'  When,  indeed,  they  are  taken  in  a  cause  over  which  they 
have  no  authority,  as  where  the  realty  is  concerned,  they  clearly  are 
not  admissible.* 

Fourthly^  a  deposition  is  not  evidence  against  one  who  had  not  the 
power  or  liberty  to  cross  examine  the  witness,  or  does  not  claim  under 
one  who  had  that  power.^ 

'  March  120,  »ed  qucere, 

*  Litt.  R.  167 ;  B.  N.  P.  242;  2  Roll.  Abr.  679 ;  Bao.  Abr.,  Ev.  F. ;  2  Hale 
285 ;  March  120 ;  I  Haw.  c.  42 ;  Yin.  Abr.,  £v.  A.,  b.  31.  The  power  of  taking 
depositions  has  since  been  enlarged.    See  Vol.  II.,  tit^  Depositions. 

■  Ld.  Raym.  222. 

*  See  2  Hale  284.  In  the  statute  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  17,  there  is  an  expresfl 
provision  to  that  effect,  which  was  not  contained  in  the  prior  Acts. 

J  2  Hale  285. 

«  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  60. 

•■  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  60 ;  2  Roll.  Abr.  679 ;  Litt.  R.  167  ;  March  120;  and  see 
post,  p.  434. 

»  Hardr.  472,  215;  2  Jones  164;  Wils.  214,  215;  Hob.  155;  2  Roll.  Abr.  679; 
1  Yern.  413.  Where  barrack  commissioners,  acting  upon  47  Geo.  III.  c.  1,  in 
taking  pablic  account,  examined  witnesses,  and  put  their  depositions  in  writing ; 
and  an  information  having  been  filed  against  the  defendant  relative  to  certain 
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Accordingly  depositions  taken  before  commissioners  of  bankrupt, 
being  ex  parte,  were  not  evidence  previously  to  the  statutes"  by 
which  they  are  made  evidence  in  ^particular  cases.^  In  rue^ioi 
Chancery  the  witness  was  examined  de  bene  esse  ;  an  answer 
was  put  in ;  but  the  witness  was  so  ill,  that  he  could  not  be  cross- 
examined,  and  before  the  end  of  three  weeks  he  died,  and  all  the 
judges  held  that  the  deposition  was  not  evidence.*  So  if  before  the 
coming  in  of  the  answer,  the  defendant  not  being  in  contempt,  the 

contracts,  the  matters  were  referred  to  arbitration ;  held,  that  the  arbitrators 
coald  not  receive  such  depositions,  having  been  taken  without  the  defendant 
having  had  an  opportunity  of  being  present,  or  of  cross-examining  the  witnesses : 
Attomty-Oeneral  v.  Davison,  1  McGl.  &  T.  169.  The  examination  of  a  witness 
taken  before  commissioners  on  an  inquiry  cannot  be  read  as  evidence  on  a  petition 
to  expunge  the  proof  of  a  creditor  who  was  not  a  party  to  that  inquiry :  Ex  parte 
Colesj  Buck  242;  Cooke,  B.  L.  552,  8th  ed. ;  JEx  parte  Campbell,  2  Rose  51. 
On  a  charge  of  felony,  the  magistrate's  clerk  examined  the  witnesses  before  the 
arrival  of  the  magistrates  and  the  prisoner,  and  after  their  arrival  they  were 
read  over  to  the  witnesses  in  the  presence  of  the  magistrates  and  the  prisoner, 
and  the  latter  was  asked  whether  he  had  any  questions  to  put  to  any  of  them  ; 
Piatt,  B.,  reprobated  the  practice :  B.  v.  Johnson,  2  C.  &  K.  (61  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
394. 

•  5  Geo.  II.  c.  30,  s.  41 ;  49  Geo.  III.  c.  121,  s.  10.  The  statute  6  Geo.  IV.  c. 
86,  88.  90,  92,  made  depositions  in  bankruptcy,  in  certain  cases,  conclusive ;  and 
2  Jb  3  Will.  ly.  c.  114,  8.  7,  made  such  depositions  evidence  in  certain  cases,  the 
deponents  being  dead.  The  statute  12  &  13  Yict.  c.  106.  which  repeals  these 
Acts,  provides  (s.  242)  that  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  any  witness  deposing 
to  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  the  trading,  or  act  of  bankruptcy  under- any 
bankruptcy  theretofore  or  thereafter,  or  under  any  petition  for  arrangement, 
his  deposition  purporting  to  be  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  court,  or  a  copy  of  it 
purporting  to  be  so  sealed  shall  be  received  as  evidence  of  the  mutters  con- 
tained in  it.  See  also  the  stat  59  Geo.  III.  c.  12,  as  to  the  examinations  of 
prisoners  touching  their  settlements ;  and  the  Mercantile  Marine  Act,  post,  p. 
427. 

•  1  Lev.  180 ;  Ld.  Raym.  220 ;  T.  Jones  53 ;  Janson  v.  Wilson,  Doug.  257 ; 
Bowles  V.  Langworthy,  5  T.  R.  366 ;  2  Roll.  Abr.  679  ;  B.  N.  P.  242.  The  de- 
positions of  deceased  witnesses  taken  before  commissioners  of  bankrupt,  on  the 
opening  of  the  commission,  and  enrolled  by  the  assignees  afterwards  appointed, 
were  held  not  to  be  evidence  against  the  assignees  in  an  action  by  the  bankrupt ; 
the  assignees  in  such  a  case  having  had  no  opportunity  of  cross-examining  the 
witnesses  at  a  meeting  which  was  strictly  private :  Chambers  v.  Bemasconi,  1 
C,  M.  &  R.  347. 

•  Broum's  case,  Hardr.  315 ;  Button  v.  Colt,  Sir  1?.  Raym.  335 ;  but  see  Ch.  R. 
90 ;  Yin.  Abr.,  £v.  A.,  b.  31,  pi.  8.  A  deposition  is  not  admissible  before  answer 
put  in,  or  the  party  is  in  contempt,  unless  he  had  the  opportunity  of  cross- 
examining  :  Cazenove  v.  Vaughan,  1  M.  &  S.  4.  So  if  the  witness  be  examined 
without  service  of  the  order  so  to  do :  Mvlvany  v.  Dillon,  1  B.  &  B.  (5  E.  C.  L. 
B.)  413. 
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witness  die.'  Where,  however^  the  defendant  is  in  contempt  for 
refusing  to  answer,  the  objection  ceases,  for  it  was  his  own  fault 
that  he  did  not  cross-examine  the  witnesses.'  And  in  general, 
where  the  party  has  had  an  opportunity  to  cross-examine  in  the 
course  of  a  regular  legal  proceeding,  and  has  neglected  *to 
^  -'do  so,  the  case  is  the  same  in  effect  as  if  he  had  cross- 
examined.^ 

Evidence  given  by  a  witness  on  the  trial  of  an  issue  directed  by 
the  Court  of  Chancery  is  evidence  in  an  action  upon  the  trial  of  an 
ejectment  after  the  death  of  the  witness  against  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff,  who  was  the  plaintiff  in  equity.'  For  the  lessor  had  the 
power  of  objecting  to  the  competency  of  the  witness,  and  the  same 
right  of  cross-examination,  and  of  calling  witnesses  to  discredit  or 
contradict  the  testimony  of  the  witness. 

Though  depositions  taken  de  bene  esse^  before  the  answer  of  the 
defendant,  are  not,  as  we  have  seen,  admissible  in  a  court  of  law, 
since  they  are  taken  before  issue  joined^  yet  a  Court  of  Equity  will 
sometimes  direct  them  to  be  read  ;^  but  such  an  order  is  not  binding 

'Hardr.  215;  2  Jon.  164:  2  Wils.  563;  for  there  the  defendant  had  not  an 
opportunity  of  cross-examining.  In  such  case  the  party,  it  is  said,  may  apply 
to  the  Court  of  Chancery  that  the  deposition  may  be  read,  and  if  the  court  see 
cause  the  J  will  order  it ;  and  this  order,  it  is  said,  will  bind  the  parties  to  assent, 
but  will  not  bind  the  Court  of  Nisi  Prius :  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  57 ;  B.  N.  P.  240 ; 
2  Jon.  164. 

'  Qilb.  Law  of  Ev.  56 ;  and  see  Cca^enove  v.  Vaugkan,  1  M.  &  S.  4 ;  the  obser- 
vations of  Le  Blanc,  J.,  Ibid. ;  B.  N.  P.  240 ;  Com.  Dig.,  Ev.  C.  4. 

^  Cazenove  v.  VaugkaUf  1  M.  &  S.  4.  The  plaintiffs  filed  a  bill  in  Chancery 
for  the  examination  of  a  witness  de  bene  essCj  and  the  defendant  did  not  put  in 
any  answer.  The  plaintiffs  gave  notice  to  the  defendants  of  an  order  obtained 
from  the  court  for  the  examination,  and  of  the  questions  intended  to  be  put, 
and  examined  the  witness  the  same  evening,  who  set  off  the  next  day  and  never 
returned.  The  plaintiffs  obtained  a  further  order  for  publication  of  the  deposi- 
tion, in  order  that  it  might  be  read  at  the  trial,  and  the  deposition  was  admitted 
in  evidence.  And  see  JlPCombie  v.  Anton j  6  M.  &  G.  (46  £.  C.  L.  R.)  27 ;  Gilb. 
Law  of  Ev.  62,  64,  4th  ed. ;  4  Mod.  146  ;  Howard  v.  Tremaine,  Show.  363,  semb. 
contra,  1  P.  Wms.  414 ;  Copdand  v.  Stanton^  B.  N.  P.  240 ;  Com.  Dig.,  Ev.  C.  4. 

*  Wright  v.  Doe  d.  Tatham,  1  Ad.  Jb  £.  (28  E.  C.  L.  K.)  3.  Note,  that  in  the 
suit  in  equity  other  persons  besides  the  defendant  in  the  ejectment  were  co- 
defendants.  So  if  the  parties  and  title  in  dispute  are  the  same,  though  the 
lands  be  diff'erent:  Doe  v.  Earl  of  Derby,  1  A.  &  E.  (28  E.  C.  L.  R.)  791. 

*  2  Jones  164 ;  Vin.  Abr.,  A.  b.  31,  pi.  12,  22 ;  Dutton's  ease,  Sir.  T.  Raym« 
335 ;  Hardr.  315 ;  2  P.  Wms.  161 ;  EM  v.  Hoddesdon,  12  Vin.  Abr.,  Ev.  A., 
b.  31. 

^  2  Jones  164. 


DEPOSITIONS,    WHEN    ADMISSIBLE.  420 

in  a  court  of  law."  "Where,  however,  upon  a  bill  to  perpetuate  testi- 
mony, the  defendant  was  in  contempt,  and  would  not  answer,  and 
the  plaintiff  had  a  commission,  and  examined  witnesses  de  bene  esse^ 
and  the  defendant  joined  in  the  ^commission,  and  cross-ex-  p^.^n 
amined  some  of  the  witnesses  produced  for  the  plaintiff,  and  ^  -^ 
before  the  coming  in  of  the  answer  the  witness  died,  it  was  held, 
after  much  debate,  that  the  depositions  were  admissible  between  the 
parties  on  trial  at  law,  for  otherwise  a  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony 
would  be  of  no  use.^  There  the  defendant  joined  in  the  commission, 
and  cross-examined,  but  the  principle  seems  to  extend  to  all  cases 
where  the  defendant  refuses  to  answer,^  for  otherwise  he  might  wait 
till  all  the  witnesses  were  dead,  having  in  the  meantime  prevented 
his  antagonist  from  perpetuating  their  testimony.^ 

Depositions  relating  to  a  custom,  or  prescription,  or  pedigree, 
where  reputation  would  be  evidence,  are  admissible  against  strangers; 
for  as  the  traditionary  declarations  of  persons  dead  would  be  admis- 
sible, d  fortiori  their  declarations  on  oath  are  so.*^  Where,  however, 
depositions  relate  precisely  to  the  same  issue,'  and  are  made  post 
litem  motamy  they  cannot  be  received.'  On  the  trial  of  a  question 
between  the  lord  of  a  manor  and  a  copyholder,  as  to  a  custom  insisted 
upon  by  the  lord  in  respect  of  copyholds  granted  for  two  lives,  that 
the  surviving  life  should  renew,  paying  to  the  lord  such  fine  as  should 
be  set  by  the  homage  to  be  equal  to  two  years'  improved  value,  it 
was  held,  that  depositions  in  an  ancient  suit,  instituted  against  a 
former  lord  of  the  manor  by  a  person  who  claimed  to  be  admitted 
to  a  copyhold  for  lives,  upon  a  custom  for  any  copyhold  tenant  for 
life  or  lives  to  change  or  fill  up  *his  lives,  paying  to  the  lord  r4t429-i 
a  reasonable  fine,  to  be  set  by  the  lord  or  his  steward,  and 
which  depositions  were  made  by  witnesses  on  behalf  of  the  copyholder, 
were  admissible  evidence  for  the  lord,  as  depositions  of  persons  stand- 
ing pari  jure  with  the  new  copyholders ;  it  was  not  proved  that  the 

■  Ibid.,  mpraf  note  (/). 

»  Show.  263,  264 ;  Carth.  265 ;  4  Mod.  147 ;  Salk.  278 ;  12  Vin.  Abr.,  A.  b. 

®  But  great  stress  was  laid  upon  that  fact  by  Qrej,  J.,  Carth.  265. 

'  See  Brown,  8  ccue,  Hardr.  315 ;  Yin.  Abr.,  Ev.  A.,  b.  31,  pi.  23  ;  Duttoh's  case, 
T.  Raym.  335 ;  Yin.  Abr.,  Ev.  A.,  b.  31,  pi.  12;  and  the  observations  in  Cazenove 
V.  VaughaUj  1  M.  &  S.  4. 

4  B.  N.  P.  230;  Cori  v.  Birkbeckj  Doug.  219 ;  and  see  the  expressions  of  Lord 
Ellenborough  in  Freeman  v.  Phillips ,  4  M.  &  S.  491. 

'  Case  of  the  Berkeley  Peerage,  4  Camp.  401 ;  case  of  the  Banbury  Peerage, 
infra,  p.  439,  note  (c) ;  B,  v.  Cotton,  3  Camp.  444 ;  4  M.  &  S.  486. 

«  Freeman  v.  Phillips,  4  M.  &  S.  486. 
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persons  making  such  depositions  were  copyholders,  but  it  appeared 
from  the  depositions  themselves  that  they  were  such,  or  that  they 
were  persons  acquainted  with  the  custom  of  the  manor.  And  it  was 
held  that  their  depositions,  supposing  them  to  be  admissible  only  as 
declarations  of  persons  deceased,  were  not  inadmissible  on  account  of 
their  having  been  made  post  litem  motam^  because  the  custom  was 
not  in  controversy  in  the  former  suit  as  in  the  latter.^  Where,  how- 
ever, the  lis  mota  was  on  the  very  point,  the  depositions  and  declara- 
tions of  persons  in  respect  of  it  would  not  be  evidence,  since  it  is 
doubtful  whether  the  deposition  of  witnesses  selected  and  brought 
forward  to  support  one  side  of  the  question,  and  who  partake  of  the 
feelings  and  prejudices  belonging  to  that  side,  can  be  depended  upon 
as  those  of  fair  and  impartial  witnesses.^  And  depositions  in  a  suit 
claiming  a  ferry  both  ways,  made  after  interlocutory  orders  for  pre- 
serving the  statiLS  quo  until  a  final  decision  could  be  had,  which 
decision  was  never  made,  were  held  inadmissible  as  evidence  of 
reputation  to  prove  a  distinct  ferry  each  way.' 

In  the  case  of  Tooker  v.  The  Duke  of  Beaufort^  the  depositions,  as 
well  as  the  return  to  the  Exchequer  under  a  commission  to  inquire 
whether  the  Prior  of  St.  Swithin  or  the  Crown  was  seised  of  certain 
lands  upon  the  dissolution  of  the  priory,  were  held  to  be  admissible 
r^ic^no-i  in  evidence,  and  '^'the  depositions  seem  to  have  been  consid- 
ered as  standing  on  the  same  footing  with  the  return  itself/ 

A  deposition  between  any  parties  is  evidence  to  contradict  a 
witness,'  but  it  is  not  evidence  to  support  the  testimony  of  a 
witness.* 

*  Freeman  v.  Phillips j  4  M.  &  S.  486.  But  see  Banbury  Peerage  ease^  2  Sel. 
N.  P.  763,  infra,  p.  439,  where  the  depositions)  although  purporting  therein  to 
be  made  by  relations,  were  held  not  admissible  without  proving  aliutide  the 
fact  of  the  relationship  of  the  deponents ;  and  see  Davies  v.  Morgan,  1  G.  &  J. 
591 ;  Monkton  v.  Attorney- General,  2  Russ.  &  M.  161. 

"  See  the  observations  of  Bajley,  J.,  4  M.  &  S.  495. 

«  Pirn  V.  Curell,  6  M.  &  W.  234.  y  Burr.  146. 

'  12  Mod.  318 ;  2  How.  430,  s.  9,  12;  2  Reb.  384 ;  Bac.  Abr.,  £t.  F.  ;  see  B. 
V.  Buckworth,  Rajm.  170.  A  former  deposition  of  the  witness  may  be  used  to 
impeach  his  testimony,  by  showing  omissions  or  variances  which  affect  his 
capacity  or  honesty  ;  but  according  to  The  Queen's  case,  and  Bastard  v.  Smith, 
10  A.  &  £.  (37  £.  C.  L.  R.)  213,  the  depositions  must  be  produced  and  shown 
to  the  witness.  And  see  the  resolutions  of  the  judges  in  criminal  cases,  ante, 
p.  229.  An  examined  copy  is  sufficient  for  this  purpose :  Highfield  v.  Peake,  M. 
k  M.  (22  £.  G.  L.  R.)  110.  And  see  Daties  v.  Davies,  9  Gar.  k  P.  (38  £.  G. 
L.  R.)  252;  .E^er  v.  Ambrose,  4  B.  &  G.  (10  £.  G.  L.  R.)  25,  anU,  p.  227. 

*  What  a  man  himself  who  is  living  has  sworn  at  one  trial  can  never  be  given 
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Formerly  the  courts  of  common  law  possessed  no  direct*'  power  of 
procuring  the  evidence  of  witnesses  in  a  cause,  who  were  abroad, 
likely  to  die,  or  to  be  too  ill  to  attend  '''the  trial,  or  out  of  r*4C}/r\ 
the  jurisdiction,  so  as  to  render  it  available  on  the  trial 
against  the  will  of  a  party.  It  was  therefore  provided  by  stat.  13 
Geo.  III.,  c.  68,  ss.  40  &;  44,  that  where  an  action  is  brought  in  any 
of  the  courts  at  Westminster,  upon  a  cause  of  action  arising  in  India, 
the  court"  may  award  a  mandarmis  to  the  judges  of  the  courts  of 
India  for  the  examination  of  witnesses;  and  that  the  depositions, 
duly  taken  and  returned,  shall  be  deemed  as  good  and  competent 
evidence  as  if  the  witnesses  had  been  sworn  and  examined  vivd  voce.^ 
The  operation  of  this  provision  having  been  found  extremely  bene- 
ficial, the  statute  1  Will.  IV.,  c.  22,*  was  passed,  which,  after  recit- 

in  evidence  at  another  to  support  him,  because  it  is  no  evidence  of  the  truth ; 
for  if  a  iDfin  be  of  that  ill  mind  to  swear  falsely  at  one  trial,  he  may  do  the 
same  at  another,  on  the  same  inducements,  B.  N.  P.  242. 

^  The  only  course  was  to  file  a  bill  in  equity,  see  Bridges  v.  Fisher,  1  Bing. 
N.  C.  (27  £.  C.  L.  R.)  510,  per  Tindal,  G.  J.,  if  the  other  party  would  not  con- 
sent to  an  order  being  made  by  the  court.  But  the  court  frequently  coerced 
the  plaintiff  into  a  consent  by  postponing  the  trial,  unless  he  acquiesced  :  Furly 
V.  Neumham,  Dougl.  419  ;  Calliard  v.  Vaugkarij  1  B.  &  P.  210  ;  Jones  v.  Brewer , 
4  Taunt.  46 ;  or  the  defendant  by  refusing  to  give  him  judgment  as  in  the  case 
of  a  non-suit,  Tidd.  Prac.  852.  Whether  the  Court  of  Exchequer  on  the  revenue 
side  has  such  power  in  revenue  cases  seems  to  be  very  doubtful :  Attomqf-Oene' 
ral  V.  Beillyy  13  M.  &  W.  676.  It  certainly  has  not  on  the  application  of  the 
defendant:  Attorney' General  v.  Boveitj  15  M.  &  W.  60;  B.  v.  Wood,  7  M.  &  W. 
571  ;  and  in  the  case  of  a  criminal  information :  B,  v.  Upton  St  Leonard,  17  L. 
J.,  M.  C,  13,  or  other  criminal  case,  it  has  no  such  power.  But  where  the 
witnesses  for  a  defendant  indicted  for  a  misdemeanor  resided  in  Scotland,  the 
court  obliged  the  prosecutor  to  consent  to  the  examination  of  the  witnesses 
before  one  of  the  courts  there :  per  Lord  Mansfield,  Mostyn  v.  Fabrigas,  Cowp. 
172;  and  see  B,  v.  Morphew,  2  M.  &  S.  602,  anU,  p.  412. 

*  Under  this  statute  a  judge  at  chambers  has  no  power  to  award  t^mandamus 
and  where  the  case  is  within  this  stat,  the  stat.  1  Will.  IV.  c.  22,  does  not 
apply  :  Clarke  v.  East  India  Company,  18  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  23. 

<  See  Francisco  v.  Gilmore,  1  B.  &  P.  177  ;  Atkins  v.  Palmer,  4  B.  &  Ad.  (24 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  377.  By  s.  40  similar  power  is  given  in  oases  of  indictments  and 
informations  in  Q.  B.  for  misdemeanors  and  offences  committed  in  India,  but  in 
an  action  at  the  suit  of  the  Grown  the  court  has  no  power  to  issue  a  mandamus 
under  this  statute:  B.  v.  Wood,  9  Dowl.  310.  By  1  Geo.  IV.  c.  101, the  evidence 
of  witnesses  in  India  may  be  obtained,  to  support  a  bill  of  divorce,  and  in  prose- 
cutions for  offences  committed  abroad,  by  persons  employed  in  the  public  ser- 
vice, the  evidence  of  witnesses  may  be  obtained  under  42  Qeo.  III.  c.  85 ;  B.  v. 
Jones,  8  East  31.  And  see  54  Geo.  III.  c.  15,  made  for  facilitating  the  recovery 
of  debts  in  the  courts  of  New  South  Wales. 

*  As  to  the  practice  under  these  statutes  and  the  mode  for  applying  for  a  man- 
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ing  the  *former  Act,  provides/  that  these  powers  shall  he 
L  -^  extended  to  all  colonies,  islands,  plantations,  and  places, 
under  the  dominion  of  his  Majesty  in  foreign  parts,  and  the  judges 
of  the  several  courts  therein,  and  all  actions  in  the  superior  courts 
of  Westminster  wherever  the  cause  of  action  may  have  arisen,  when 
it  shall  appear'  that  the  examination  of  witnesses  under  a  writ  or 
commission  under  the  authority  thereby  given  will  be  necessary  or 
conducive  to  the  administration  of  justice.  It  was  also  thought  ex- 
pedient to  extend  the  operation  of  the  former  enactment,  and  there- 
fore, by  s.  4,  it  is  enacted,  that  the  Courts  of  Law  at  Westminster, 
and  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  Lancaster  and  County  Palatine 
of  Durham,  and  the  several  judges  thereof,  in  every  action  there  de- 
pending, may  order  the  examination  on  oath,  upon  interrogatories  or 
otherwise,  before  the  master,  or  other  person  or  persons  named  in 
the  order,  of  any  witness  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court ;  or 
order  a  commission  to  issue  for  the  examination  of  witnesses  on  oath 
at  any  place  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  and  by  the  same  or  any  subse- 

damus  or  oommissions,  see  Archibold*8  Practice,  Interrogatories,  aod  postj  Vol. 
II.,  tit.  Witness.  In  this  volume  it  is  proposed  simply  to  treat  of  that  which 
affects  the  deposition  or  examination  when  tendered  in  evidence.  These  statutes 
only  apply  to  oral  evidence,  and  do  not  authorize  the  substitution  of  copies  of 
documents  or  secondary  evidence  of  their  contents  for  the  originals,  where  they 
are  produced.  Thus  a  witness  examined  at  Madras  under  th^  stat.  13  Geo.  III. 
c.  63,  gave  in  evidence  certain  original  accounts ;  and  Lord  Denman,  0.  J.,  held 
that  copies  of  them  returned  with  the  examinations  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Madras  were  not  receivable,  but  that  the  court  should  have  transmitted  the 
original  accounts :  Reg,  v.  Doitglasa,  1  0.  &K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  670.  And  where 
a  witness,  examined  on  interrogatories  abroad,  stated  the  contents  of  a  letter  not 
produced,  so  much  of  the  answer  as  related  to  the  letter  was  rejected,  although, 
the  witness  being  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  the  production  of  the  letter  could  not 
be  compelled :  Steinkeller  v.  Newton,  9  Car.  &  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  313.  If  a  wit- 
ness examined  upon  interrogatories  refers  to  a  document  which  he  describes  as 
a  legalized  copy  of  a  former  deposition  made  by  him,  and  which  he  states  that  he 
confirms,  but  which  is  not  authenticated  in  anyway,  it  is  not  admissible:  Alcock 
V.  Royal  Exchange  Insurance  Company ,  18  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  121.  But  the  fact  of  its 
appearing  on  the  deposition  that  the  deponent  referred  to  papers  not  shown  to 
the  commissioners  will  not  prevent  the  deposition  being  read :  Steinkeller  v.  New- 
ton,  2  M.  &  Rob.  372.  As  to  objections  to  improper  interrogatories  or  questions, 
Bee  post,  pp.  433,  444. 

'  Sect.  1. 

<  In  the  construction  of  this  statute  it  has  been  held  to  be  immaterial  that  the 
action  is  of  a  criminal  nature,  e,  g.  for  crim.  con. ;  it  is  sufficient  in  order  to  ob- 
tain the  commission  that  the  witness  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction :  Norton  v.  Lord 
Melbourne,  3  Ring.  N.  C.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  67. 
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qnent  order  to  give  directions  as  to  the  time,  manner,  and 
other  matters  *connected  with  the  examination.^    A  subse-    ^        ^ 
quent  section,*  *however,  provides  that  no  examination  or 
deposition  taken  under  the  Act-  shall  be  read  in  evidence  at   '-        -^ 
any  trial,  without  the  consent  of  the  party  against  whom  it  shall  be 

^  With  respect  to  the  mode  in  which  the  commissioners  must  proceed,  cross- 
examinations  viva  voce  have  been  allowed  to  be  made^  such  examinations  bein^; 
reduced  into  writing  and  returned  with  the  commission :  Pole  v.  Bodgers,  3  Bing. 
N.  C.  (32  £.  C.  L.  R.)  780.  When  the  commission  directed  that  the  examina- 
tions should  be  taken,  and  the  same  should  be  returned  with  the  commission,  and 
the  commission  having  been  directed  to  a  foreign  Court,  they  had  copies  of  the 
examinations  taken  and  certified  by  their  officer,  and  transmitted  those  copies 
under  the  seal  of  the  Court,  it  was  held  that  they  could  not  be  read  :  Clay  r. 
Stephenson,  1.  Ad.  k  R.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  185.  But  where  the  commissioners 
were  directed  to  reduce  the  examinations  into  writing  in  English,  and  swear  an 
interpreter  to  translate  the  oath,  interrogatories,  and  depositions,  the  commis- 
sion was  deemed  well  executed  by  returning  the  original  depositions  in  the  for- 
eign language  as  originally  taken,  and  a  copy  translated  six  weeks  after  by  the 
interpreter:  Atkins  v.  Palmer,  4  B.  &  Ad.  (24  E.  C.  L.  R.)  377.  And  where  a 
defendant,  having  obtained  an  order  to  postpone  a  trial  till  the  sittings  after  Hil. 
Term,  and  for  a  commission,  and  a  commission  issued  to  examine  witnesses 
abroad,  but  the  commission  was  not  returned  till  the  following  November,  the 
evidence  was  held  to  be  inadmissible,  and  the  Court  granted  a  new  trial :  Stein- 
keUer  v.  Newton,  8  D.  P.  C.  579,  The  examination  must  not  be  taken  till  after 
issue  joined:  MandeU  v.  Steele,  9  D.  P.  C.  812.  A  judge^s  order  having  been 
obtained  by  the  plaintiff  to  examine  witnesses  abroad,  the  parties  agreed  upon 
A.  and  B.  as  commissioners.  The  plaintiff  obtained  another  order  to  examine 
witnesses  upon  interrogatories  without  describing  the  commissioners  by  their 
office,  or  referring  to  any  commission,  and  the  defendant  then  withdrew  the 
Dame  of  his  commissioner,  and  declined  to  proceed  on  the  ground  of  the  plain- 
tiff's irregularity.  The  plaintiff  subsequently  obtained  another  order  ex  parte, 
to  examine  witnesses  before  A,  upon  interrogatories,  and  it  was  held  that  ex- 
aminations taken  under  this  order  were  admissible,  although  no  notice  of  the 
time  and  place  of  examination  had  been  given  to  the  defendant:  McComhey  v. 
Anton,  6  M.  &  G.  (46  £.  C,  L.  R.)  27.  If,  however,  there  be  any  such  irregu- 
larity as  a  want  of  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  executing  the  commission, 
preventing  the  other  party  from  cross-examining,  the  depositions  are  inadmissi- 
ble :  Sleinkeller  v.  Newton,  9  C.  &  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  313.  So  if  the  order 
does  not  pursue  the  statute,  not  naming  the  place  of  examination,  although  it 
be  inserted  in  the  commission :  Greville  v.  Stulz,  11  Q.  B,  (63  £.  C.  L.  R.)  997 
But  the  order  need  not  be  produced,  and  its  not  naming  the  commissioners,  or 
the  commission  not  being  tested  in  term  is  no  objection  to  the  evidence  :  Nicol 
V.  Alison,  11  Q.  B.  (63  E.  C.  L.  R.)  1006.  If  the  witnesses  are  to  be  examined 
apart,  this  will  be  piesumed  to  have  been  done;  and  it  is  sufficient  to  prove 
that  the  commission  produced  is  the  same  that  issued,  and  to  identify  the 
signatures  of  the  couimissioners :  Simons  v.  Henderson,  11  Q.  B.  (63  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
1015. 

'  Sect.  10.    There  is  no  similar  provision  in  13  Geo.  III.  c.  63. 
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offered,  unless  it  shall  appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  judge  that 
the  witness  is  beyond  the  jurisdiction,  or  dead,  or  unable,  from  per- 
manent sickness,  or  other  permanent  infirmity,  to  attend  the  trial :  in 
which  cases  the  examinations  and  depositions,  certified  under  the 
hand  of  the  commissioners,  master,  prothonotary,  or  other  person 
taking  the  same,  shall  and  may,  without  proof  of  the  signature  of 
such  certificate,  be  read  in  evidence,  saving  all  just  exceptions.  By 
the  Mercantile  Marine  Act^  also,  ^*  whenever  in  any  legal  proceeding 
in  England,  in  respect  of  any  matter  in  which  British  consular  offi- 
cers (see  sect.  82)  have  the  power  of  taking  depositions,  it  is  proved 
that  a  witness  who  has  been  examined  before  such  officers  abroad,  is 
out  of  the  United  Kingdom,  or  cannot  be  found  or  produced  on  the 
trial  or  hearing,  his  deposition  taken  before  such  officers  in  the 
matter,  and  if  *th6  proceeding  be  criminal,  in  the  presence  of  the 
party  accused,  and  certified  by  such  officer  under  his  official  seal  to 
be  so  taken,  shall  be  evidence ;  and  if  it  purport  to  be  so  certified, 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  so  taken  and  certified,  unless  the  con- 
trary is  proved." 

Where  a  subject-matter  is  likely  to  be  litigated  in  future,  but  can- 
not be  made  the  subject  of  immediate  investigation,  and  testimony  is 
in  existence  which  is  in  danger  of  being  lost,  a  bill  in  equity  lies  to 
perpetuate  the  testimony  of  witnesses  in  order  to  prevent  the  hard- 
ship which  might  accrue  to  a  party  from  an  investigation  at  a  remote 
period,  when  death  had  deprived  him  of  them.*  This  proceed- 
^  ^  ing  *may  be  resorted  to  whether  the  testimony  relates  to  real 
estate  or  a  mere  personal  demand ;  or  is  to  be  used  in  support  of  an 
action,  or  of  the  defence,  or  in  cases  of  public  or  private  penalties  or 
forfeitures.*"  The  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony,  strictly  so  called, 
could  formerly  be  filed  only  by  persons  who  were  in  possession  under 
their  title,  and  therefore  could  not  sue  at  law ;  if  the  testimony  were 
required  by  persons  out  of  possession  it  was  obtained  by  a  bill  to 
take  testimony  de  bene  esse^  but  the  latter  could  be  filed  only  when 
an  action  was  actually  depending.*^  Hence  the  5  &  6  Vict.,  c.  69, 
has  enacted,  that  any  person  who  would,  under  the  circumstances 
alleged  by  him  to  exist,  become  entitled  upon  the  happening  of  any 

M3&14Vict.  c.  93,  8.  1J5. 

>  See  Angdl  v.  Angell^  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  89.  The  bill  will  be  defective  unless  it 
state  that  the  matter  in  question  oannot  be  made  the  subject  of  immediate  in- 
vestigation :  Ibid. ;  see  also  Dew  v.  Clarke^  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  1 14. 

■  1  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  2d  ed.  665. 

>  Ibid.  664. 
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future  event  to  any  honor,  title,  dignity  or  office,  or  to  any  estate  or 
interest  in  any  property,  real  or  personal,  the  right  or  claim  to  which 
cannot  by  him  be  brought  to  trial  before  the  happening  of  such  event, 
shall  be  entitled  to  file  a  bill  in  Chancery  to  perpetuate  any  testimony 
which  may  be  material  for  establishing  such  claim  or  right.  Before 
this  statute  a  bill  for  a  commission  to  examine  witnesses  abroad  in 
aid  of  a  trial  at  law,  where  a  present  action  might  be  brought,  was 
held  demurrable,  unless  it  averred  that  an  action  was  pending.^ 

♦Where  an  old  witness  has  been  examined,  it  is  sometimes  ^^  .^q-, 
made  part  of  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  that  the  judge's  note  ^  ^ 
of  his  evidence  shall  be  read  upon  the  new  trial.>* 

The  court  will  not  grant  a  mandamus  to  justices  of  the  peace  to 
produce  depositions  taken  on  a  charge  of  felony,  in  order  to  ground 
a  prosecution  for  perjury.^  But  the  magistrate  may  be  subpoenaed 
before  the  grand  jury,  who  may  found  a  presentment  on  his  evi- 
dence/ 

The  preparatory  facts  must  first  be  proved  which  warrant  the  re- 
ception of  the  evidence,  as  that  the  witness  is  dead,  insane  or  ab- 
sent, unless  lapse  of  time  negative  his  existence.'  Where  a  deposition, 
thirty-nine  years  old,  represented  the  witness  to  be  sixty,  it  was  held 
that  it  could  not  be  read  without  proof  of  his  death.*  The  absence 
of  witness  must  be  proved  by  some  one  who  can  speak  to  the  fact 
from  his  own  knowledge  ;  therefore,  proof  of  inquiries  and  the  an-  * 
swers  in  reply  to  them  at  his  residence,  is  not  enough.*  And  proof 
that  on  the  evening  before  the'  trial,  he  was  with  his  luggage  on 

•  Angell  v.  Angell^  1  Sim.  k  Stu.  91.  But  see  Moodalay  v.  Moriorij  2  Dick. 
652 ;  1  Bro.  P.  C.  469 ;  dub.  Phillips  v.  Carew,  1  P.  Wins.  117.  Upon  a  petition 
of  right  a  commission  issued,  and  an  inquisition  was  thereupon  found  and  re- 
turned into  Chancery.  Before  any  other  proceeding  the  suppliant  filed  a  bill 
against  the  Attorney-General  to  perpetuate  testimony,  reciting  the  petition,  and 
a  commission  to  examine  witnesses  issued  thereon  ex  parte,  the  Crown  declining 
to  join.  The  Crown  traversed  the  inquisition,  and  the  record  was  sent  into  the 
Q.  B.  The  Court  held  that  the  depositions  taken  under  this  commission  were 
taken  in  a  proceeding  substantially  the  same,  and  were  admissible,  the  wit- 
nesses being  out  of  the  jurisdiction :  Baron  de  Bode^s  case,  8  Q.  B.  (55  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  208. 

9  ShiUito  y.  Claridge,  2  Ch.  426  ;  and  see  ante,  p.  408,  n.  (r). 
'  1  Chitty  627. 
'  Ibid. 

"  Benson  v.  Olive,  in  Scacc.  Stra.  920,  where  the  deposition  was  sixty  years 
old. 

•  1  Ford^s  MSS.  146 ;  Stra.  920. 

•  Robinson  v.  Markis,  2  M.  &  Rob.  375. 

26 
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board  a  ship  bound  to  Montreal,  then  three-quarters  of  a  mile  below 
Gravesend,  waiting  for  the  captain  to  come  on  board,  will  not  suffice/ 
But  in  Varicaa  v.  French^*  proof  by  a  person  that  he  has  prepared 
the  outfit  for  Australia  of  a  witness  examined  under  a  judge's  order, 
and  had  seen  him  start  by  the  railway  to  go  on  board  the  ship  for 
that  place,  which  lay  at  Gravesend ;  and  that  he  had  jreceived  two 
letters  from  him,  one  from  Sheerness  and  the  other  from  Plymouth, 
was  held  sufficient,  by  Coleridge,  J.,  to  satisfy  him  that  the  witness 
was  abroad ;  and  his  examination  before  the  master  was  read. 
r^^oA-1  *Next,  it  must  be  proved  that  such  a  cause  existed,^  in 
order  to  show  the  admissibility  of  the  oath  of  the  witness; 
for  if  no  cause  existed,  the  oath  was  nothing  more  than  a  voluntary 
affidavit.'  And  also  that  it  was  between  the  same  parties ;  thus 
where  on  a  former  trial  a  deed  was  given  in  evidence  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  and  the  limitations  in  it  were  stated  in  court  by  the 
defendant's  counsel,  a  copy  of  the  shorthand-writer's  notes  of  that 
statement  was  held  inadmissible  in  another  action  by  the  same  plain- 
tiff against  another  defendant.*  Although  the  bare  production  of 
thepostea^  without  proof  of  final  judgment,  be  no  evidence  of  the 
verdict,  for  judgment  may  have  been  arrested,  or  a  new  trial 
granted,  yet  it  is  good  evidence  that  a  trial  was  had  between  the 
same  parties,  so  as  to  introduce  the  evidence  of  a  witness  (who  is 
since  dead)  at  the  trial.^  And  so  it  is  on  an  indictment  for  perjury ."^ 
Where  the  deposition  has  been  taken  in  Chancery  it  is  necessary 
to  prove  the  bill  and  answer,*  in  order  to  show  the  existence  of  a 
lawful  cause,  and  that  the  depositions  relate  to  the  same  matter. 
And,  therefore,  exemplified  depositions  in  the  Duchy  Court  were 


""  Carruthera  y.  Graham,  Car.  &  M.  (41  £.  C.  L.  R.)  5.  See  sect  10 ;  but  see 
also  ante,  p.  412. 

^2  Car.  &  K.  (61  E.  C.  L.  R.)  1068. 

^  Where  the  order  for  the  examination  is  made  under  either  of  the  statutes 
above  mentioned,  as  it  will  have  been  made  in  the  action,  which  the  date  of  the 
writ  on  the  record  will  show  to  have  been  previously  brought,  this  preliminary 
proof  is  unnecessary. 

» B.  N.  P.  242 ;  1  Raym.  730 ;  12  Vin.  Abr.,  Kv.  A.,  b.  61,  pi.  16. 

•  Voe  dem.  Gilbert  v.  Ross,  7  M.  &  W.  102. 
»  B.  N.  P.  243 ;  1  Stra.  162. 

•  B.  N.  P.  243 ;  B,  V.  lies,  M.  14  Geo.  II.  cor.  Raymond. 

^Button's  case.  Trial  at  Bar.  Raym.  335;  Yin.  Abr.,  £v.  A.,  b.  31,  pi.  12; 
Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  56 ;  B.  N.  P.  240;  lUingworth  v.  Leigh,  4  Gwill.  1619 ;  Byam 
Y.  Booth,  2  Price  234,  n. ;  Baker  ▼.  Swett,  Bunb.  91.  If  the  bill  is  dismissed 
for  informality,  sec  2  P.  Wms.  162. 
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held  to  be  inadmissible,  because  the  answer  was  not  exemplified.* 
Bat  where  the  Court  of  Chancery  makes  an  order,  on  directing  an 
issue  at  law,  that  the  depositions  shall  be  read,  proof  of  '''the  r«4Qi-i 
bill  and  answer  is  not  necessary.'  And  where  the  bill  and 
answer  have  been  lost,  they  may  be  supplied  by  other  memorials,* 
And  ancient  depositions  have  been  admitted  without  proof  of  the 
bill  and  answer,  because  formerly  they  were  not  enrolled,  and  were 
liable  to  be  lost.^  The  depositions  may  be  used,  although  the  bill 
has  been  dismissed  on  the  ground  that  the  court  considered  the  mat- 
ter unfit  for  a  decree  in  equity.*  Where  evidence  has  been  given 
upon  the  trial  of  an  issue  directed  by  a  Court  of  Equity,  upon  a  bill 
filed  by  a  party,  it  is  no  objection  to  the  receiving  upon  the  trial  of 
an  ejectment  between  the  same  parties  the  evidence  of  a  witness  ex- 
amined on  the  trial  of  that  issue,  that  the  bill  has  since  been  dis- 
missed.^ Depositions  taken  by  order  of  Queen  Elizabeth,  on  peti- 
tion, without  bill  and  answer,  were  allowed  to  be  read.*  Where  de- 
positions in  a  suit  in  equity  are  given  in  evidence  at  law,  and  the  bill 
and  answer  are  put  in  to  show  that  the  depositions  are  admissible,  the 
bill  and  answer  cannot  be  referred  to  by  the  opposite  counsel  in  his 
address  to  the  jury."^ 

*  Clay  9 ;  Vin.  Abr.,  Ev.  A.,  b.  31. 

^Palmer  v.  Lord  Aylesbury,  15  Ves.  176 ;  Corbet  v.  Corbet,  1  Ves.  &  Beamee 
340. 

'JBarly's  case,  5  Mod.  210 ;  Vin.  Abr.,  Ev.  A.,  b.  36,  pi  33. 

^  2  Keb.  31 ;  Law  of  Ev.  113,  65,  2d  ed. ;  Byam  y.  Booth,  2  Price  231 ;  lUing' 
worth  V.  Leigh,  4  Gwill.  1615;  i?.  v.  Countess  of  Arundel,  Hob.  112.  Depositions 
taken  under  a  commission  issuing  out  of  the  Exchequer  cannot  be  read  without 
producing  the  commission,  unless  they  are  of  so  long  standing  as  to  afford  a 
presumption  that  the  commission  is  lost :  Bayley  v.  Wylie,  6  Esp.  85.  But,  if 
the  commission  be  produced,  it  is  not  necessary  to  produce  the  bill  and  answer 
upon  which  the  commission  was  granted :  Ibid.  Of  course  answers  to  inter- 
rogatories may  be  used  as  admissions,  although  some  of  the  answers  are  not 
intelligible  of  themselves :  Bowe  v.  Brenton,  8  B.  &  0.  (15  E.  C.  L.  R.)  765. 

*  HaU  ▼.  Hoddesdon,  3  P.  Wms.  162. 

*  Wright  v.  Doe  d.  Taiham,  1  Ad.  &  E.  (28  E.  C.  L.  R.)  3. 
» Hob.  112. 

■  Chappell  V.  Pur  day,  14  M.  &  W.  303. 

'  Statutes  authorizing  depositions  are  in  derogation  of  the  common  law.  and 
most  be  strictly  pursued :  Graham  v.  Whitdy,  2  Dutch.  203 ;  Williams  v.  Chad- 
bourne,  6  Cal.  559.  An  order  to  take  testimony  by  deposition  should  specify 
the  notice  to  be  given  to  the  adverse  party,  and  a  deposition  taken  upon  an 
order  without  such  notice,  where  the  opposite  party  has  not  had  reasonable 
notice,  ought  not  to  be  read:  Ellis  v.  Jasynsky,  5  Cal.  444.  A  justice  compe- 
tent to  administer  an  oath  in  a  foreign  state  is  competent  to  take  depositions, 
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In  ordinary  cases,  it  seems  to  be  sufficient  to  prove  that  the  depo- 
sition was  signed  by  the  Master;  but  upon  an  *indictment  for 
L         -■    perjury  the  identity  of  the  deponent  must  be  strictly  proved.* 

^  3  Mod.  116,  117 ;  see  tit.  Perjurt.  Lord  Holt,  in  one  case  (Ld.  Raym. 
734),  held  that  it  should  be  proved  by  the  examiner  that  the  depositions  were 
taken  on  the  day  of  their  date. 

and  his  statement  in  the  caption  or  certificate  that  he  sustains  that  character  is 
primd  facie  proof  of  the  fact :  Hoover  v.  Rowlings,  1  Sneed  287.  It  is  irregular 
in  taking  depositions  to  adjourn  from  the  place  where  the  adverse  party  has 
been  served  with  notice  to  attend,  to  another  place,  in  the  absence  of  such 
party :  Beach  v.  WorkmaUy  20  N.  H.  379.  The  certificate  of  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  before  whom  a  deposition  is  taken,  is  good  evidence  of  an  agreement  be- 
tween the  parties  to  change  the  place  of  taking :  Ihry  y.  Coleman^  1  Grant  445. 
The  deposition  of  a  witness  t^en  in  another  cause  between  the  same  parties, 
cannot  be  read  without  showing  that  he  is  dead  or  not  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court :  Sadler  v.  Anderson^  17  Tex.  245.  Whether  the  preliminary  ground 
of  non-residence  can  be  proved  by  the  deposition  itself,  see  Grinnan  v.  Mackbee, 
29  Mo.  345  *,  Nevan  v.  Roup,  8  Clarke  207.  It  seems  that  when  a  witness  has 
given  his  deposition,  and  afterwards  on  being  called  his  memory  of  the  transac- 
tion fails,  his  deposition  may  be  read  by  the  party  calling :  Jacks  v.  Woods,  5 
Cas.  375.  The  failure  of  a  witness  to  make  a  substantial  answer  to  a  proper 
interrogatory,  either  in  his  answer  to  that  particular  interrogatory  or  elsewhere 
in  his  deposition,  is  good  ground  for  suppressing  his  deposition  :  Harris  v.  Miller, 
20  Ala.  221.  An  interrogratory,  not  objected  to  when  a  deposition  is  taken,  in 
presence  of  the  adverse  party,  cannot  be  objected  to  at  the  trial :  Willey  v. 
Portsmouth,  35  N.  H.  303.  Cross-examining  a  witness  is  a  waiver  of  objections 
to  the  insufficiency  of  notice :  Jones  v.  Love,  9  Cal.  68.  The  fact  that  a  deposi- 
tion contains  inadmissible  evidence  is  not  a  good  reason  for  excluding  it  alto- 
gether :  Hamilton  v.  ScuU,  25  Mo.  165 ;  Hempstead  v.  Johnston,  18  Ark.  123 ; 
Chamberlain  v.  Masterson,  29  Ala.  299.  By  offering  and  reading  in  evidence 
parts  of  a  deposition,  the  party  in  whose  behalf  it  was  taken  does  not  make  the 
whole  of  it  evidence,  or  make  irrelevant  or  incompetent  answers  admissible : 
Gellatly  v.  Lowen/,  6  Bosw.  113.  When  a  commissioner  is  appointed  to  take 
depositions,  it  is  improper  for  the  witness  to  produce  his  deposition  written  by 
himself,  not  in  the  presence  of  the  magistrate :  Foster  v.  Foster,  20  N.  H.  208. 
A  deposition  under  a  commission  should  be  taken  in  the  absence  of  those  inter- 
ested in  the  suit :  Sayler  v.  Stewart,  5  Wis.  8.  At  the  taking  of  a  deposition 
under  a  commission  out  of  the  State,  no  agent  or  attorney  of  either  party  should 
be  allowed  to  be  present :  Walker  v.  Barron,  4  Minn.  253.  It  is  not  a  ground 
of  objection  to  a  deposition  that  it  was  reduced  to  writing  by  the  deponent  in 
the  presence  of  the  commissioner :  Fisk  v.  Tank,  12  Wis.  276.  A  deposition  is 
admissible  when  the  deponent  was  a  competent  witness  at  the  time  it  was  taken, 
although  at  the  time  of  the  trial  he  is  not  so :  Cameron  v.  Cameron,  15  Wis.  1 ; 
Mulford  V.  Minch,  3  Stock.  16.  A  release  of  interest  after  deposition  does  not 
render  it  admissible:  Bell  v.  Woodward,  46  N.  H.  315.  The  authority  to  take 
a  deposition  is  sufficiently  shown  by  proof  that  the  person  taking  it  was  an 
acting  commissioner  or  notary :   Wells  v.  Jackson,  47  N.  H.  235.    A  depositioQ 
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A  deposition  may  be  proved  by  an  examined  copy  ;*  oflSce  copies, 
though  admissible  in  equity,  are  not  admissible  in  a  court  of  law. 
Upon  the  trial  of  an  issue  directed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  try 
the  validity  of  an  alleged  deed  of  gift,  it  was  held  thai  an  office 
copy  of  a  deposition  made  by  the  plaintiff's  brother  in  the  suit  in 
equity,  and  which  was  proved  to  have  been  examined  with  the  origi- 
nal, was  admissible  to  contradict  the  witness.^  The  party  reading 
the  deposition  must,  as  part  of  his  own  case,  read  also  the  answer 
to  the  cross-interrogatories,  abandoning  the  rest."^  But  he  may  read 
part,  where  the  rest  is  inadmissible,  as  purporting  to  state  the  con- 
tents of  a  letter  which  is  not  produced/  As  observed  before,  upon 
a  trial  of  an  issue  at  law,  directed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  depo- 
sitions will  be  allowed  to  be  read,  under  an  order  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  without  proof  of  the  bill  and  answer.'     Such  an  order  is 

^  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  21 ;  B.  N.  P.  229 ;  Stark.  C.  13. 

P  Highfield  v.  Peake,  M.  A  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  109 ;  coram  Littledale,  J.,  who 
said,  that  this  being  an  issue  out  of  Chancery  might  be  considered  as  a  pro- 
ceeding in  that  Court,  and  therefore  that  the  office  copy  according  to  the  case 
of  Dunn  y.  Futford^  2  Burr.  1179,  might  be  considered  to  be  good  evidence. 
In  the  case  of  Reea  dem.  ffowdl  v.  Botoen^  1  McC.  &  Y.^  383,  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer is  reported  to  have  held  that  an  examined  copy  of  an  affidavit,  made  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  an  injunction,  was  not  admissible ;  but  see  M.  &  M. 
(22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  Ill ;  Ewer  v.  Ambrose,  4  B.  &  C.  (10  E.  C.  L.  R.)  25  j  Hennell 
v.  Lyon,  1  B.  &  A.  182. 

•»  Temperley  v.  ScoU,  5  C.  &  P.  (24  E.  C.  L.  R.)  341. 

'  Wheder  v.  Atkins,  5  Esp.  C.  246.  Even  although  it  be  part  of  an  entire 
answer  to  one  question,  Tafton  v.  Whitmore,  12  Ad.  &,  £.  (40  E.  C.  L.  R.)  370 ; 
and  though  the  answers  state  the  contents  of  writings  inadmissible  in  evidence : 
M-Intyre  v.  Layard,  R.  M.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  203. 

•  Palmer  v.  Lord  Aylesbury,  15  Ves.  176 ;  Corbet  v.  Corbet,  1  Ves.  &  B.  340. 

written  by  attorney  of  the  party  will  be  suppressed  :  Hurst  v.  iMrpin,  21  Iowa 
484.    Where  a  substantial  answer  is  given  to  a  cross-interrogatory,  and  there  is 
nothing  to  justify  the  conclusion  that  the  witness  was  seeking  to  evade  a  dis- 
closure, the  deposition  will  not  be  suppressed :  Aieardi  v.  Strang,  38  Ala.  326. 
A  deposition  will  not  be  suppressed  on  account  of  a  failure  to  answer  a  question, 
if  the  facts  sought  to  be  elicited  can  be  ascertained  from  other  parts  of  the  de- 
position or  are  immaterial:  Black  v.  Black,  38  Ala.  111.    As  to  irregularities 
in  the  form  of  the  depositions,  certificate,  &c.,  see  Wells  v.  Jackson  ,47  N.  H. 
235 ;  Field  v.  Tenney,  Ibid.  513 ;  Lund  ▼.  Dawes,  41  Vt.  370 ;  New  Jersey  Ex. 
Co.  V.  Nichols,  3  Vroom  166 ;  Ballard  v.  Perry,  28  Tex.  347 ;  Pralus  v.  Pacific 
Co.^  35  Cal.  30;  Trout  v.  Williams,  29  Ind.  18;  Cook  v.  Bell,  18  Mich.  387. 
The  fact  that  the  testimony  of  a  witness  was  not  taken  down  in  a  deposition  by 
the  magistrate  is  no  objection  to  its  admissibility,  unless  it  also  appear  that  it 
was  written  by  the  party,  his  agent  or  attorney :  Crossgrove  v.  Himmelrich,  4 
P.  F.  Smith  203. 
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not  made  for  the  purpose  *of  making  that  evidence  which 
^  -■  would  not  otherwise  be  admissible;"  and  depositions  under 
such  an  order  are  not  admissible  without  proof  at  the  trial  that  the 
deponents  cannot  attend  in  person.  Where  the  evidence  of  a  witness 
upon  a  former  trial  is  adduced,  the  evidence  itself  must  be  proved  on 
oath,  or  by  the  notes  of  the  judge  who  tried  the  case.^  And  in  Lord 
PalmerBton' 9  case  the  evidence  was  rejected,  because  the  witness 
could  give  the  effect  only  of  the  evidence,  and  not  the  words." 
Where  a  witness  on  a  former  trial  of  an  issue  out  of  Chancery  died, 
and  a  new  trial  was  granted,  parol  evidence  of  what  such  witness  had 
sworn  was  held  to  be  admissible,  notwithstanding  an  order  for  reading 
the  depositions  in  equity  of  such  witnesses  as  had  died  since  the  first 
trial.*  The  copy  of  the  deposition  of  a  person  examined  upon  inter- 
rogatories at  the  Chief  Justice's  chamber,  signed  by  the  Chief  Justice, 
and  received  from  his  clerk,  must  be  taken  primd  facie  to  be  a  correct 
copy  of  what  has  been  sworn  by  such  witness ;  and  the  original  ex- 
amination need  not  be  produced,  until  some  suspicion  of  forgery  is 
thrown  upon  the  signature  of  the  deponent.^  Where  the  deposition 
has  been  taken  under  the  statute  7  Geo.  lY.,  c.  64,  it  must  be  shown 
that  the  requisites  of  the  statute  have  been  complied  with.' 

It  is  no  objection  at  the  trial  that  the  interrogatories  were  leading 

ones,  where  the  party  might  have  objected*  *to  their  being 

"-         -*   put,  and  did  not.     But  answers  to  improper  questions  put 

upon  an  examination  under  1  Will.  IV.,  c.  22,^  may  be  objected  to 

and  excluded  at  nisi  prius,  but  not  by  the  party  who  put  the  questions. 

Where  the  interrogatories  to  certain  tenants  at  assize  session  courts, 

■•  15  Ves.  176 ;  but  see  Doe  ▼.  Wright,  2  Ad.  &  E.  (29  E.  C.  L.  R.)  3. 

•  1  Sid.  325 ;  Law  of  Ev.  31 ;  Bac.  Abr.,  Ev.  F.  -,  Mcu/or  of  Doncaster  v.  1%, 
3  Taunt.  262. 

•  4  T.  R.  296.  Qu.,  whether  so  great  exactness  is  necessary ;  even  an  indict- 
ment for  perjury  sets  out  the  substance  only.  Where  the  witness  deposing  as 
to  what  the  defendant  swore  on  trial,  stated  that  he  could  not  swear  he  had 
stated  all  which  fell  from  the  prisoner,  but  would  swear  that  he  had  said 
nothing  to  qualify  it;  it  was  held  sufficient:  Rowley^ 9  case,  Ry.  &  M.  (14  £.  C. 
L.R.)  111. 

«  Tod  V.  Earl  of  WincheUea,  3  C.  &  P.  (14  E.  C.  L.  R.)  387. 

'  Duncan  v.  Scott,  1  Camp.  100. 

"  See  Ut.  Dispositions,  and  1 1  &  12  Vict.  c.  42. 

•  Williams  v.  WiUiams,  4  M.  &  S.  497. 

^  Hutchinson  y.  Bernard,  2  M.  &  Rob.  1,  or  answers  which  involve  inadmisai- 
ble  matter:  e,  g,,  the  contents  of  written  documents:  Steinkeller  v.  Newton^  9 
Car.  &  P.  (38  £.  C.  L.  R.)  313.  But  that ^ar^  only  of  an  entire  answer  will  be 
rejected  which  involves  such  matter:  Tufton  v.  WhittnorCj  12  Ad.  So  £.  (40  £. 
C.  L.  R.)  307. 
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upon  proper  search  could  not  be  found,  it  was  held  that  the  answers 
might  be  read,  subject  to  the  consideration,  whether  their  effect  would 
not  be  destroyed  by  any  ambiguity  which  might  arise  from  the  want 
of  those  questions.^ 

Depositions  taken  in  ecclesiastical  causes  before  courts  of  compe- 
tent jurisdiction  are  admissible  on  the  same  principles  which  warrant 
the  receiving  such  evidence  in  other  cases."^  There  are  indeed  several 
cases  to  the  contrary,  but  as  these  are  founded  principally  upon  the 
objection  that  Ecclesiastical  Courts  are  not  courts  of  record,  and 
partly  on  the  objection  that  their  proceedings  are  governed  by  the 
rules  of  the  civil  law,  it  seems  to  be  unnecessary  to  discuss  them  at 
length.  The  reception  of  depositions  in  equity  is  an  answer  to  the 
first  objection;  and,  as  to  the  second,  it  may  be  answered,  that  the 
principles  on  which  depositions  in  other  causes  are  held  to  be  receivable 
in  courts  of  common  law,  are  quite  independent  of  the  use  to  be  made 
of  such  depositions.  It  is  sufficient  that  the  court  possess  jurisdic- 
tion such  as  to  warrant  the  punishment  of  one  who  swears  falsely, 
and  that  the  adverse  party  had  due  notice  and  opportunity  to  cross- 
examine  the  witnesses.  Upon  the  same  principles,  it  seems  that  a 
deposition  before  commissioners  of  excise  having  power  to  p^.q-t 
"^inquire  as  to  forfeitures,  is  admissible  upon  an  appeal,  in  1-  ^ 
case  of  the  death  of  the  deponent.* 

The  third  <^ass  into  which  judicial  documents  are  divided  consists 
of  documents  incidental  to  judicial  proceedings,  such  as  writs,  war- 
rants, pleadings,  and  bills  and  answers  in  Chancery. 

Writs  and  warrants  are  in  general  evidence  to  show  the  mere 
fact  of  their  existence,  whenever  it  becomes  material,  against  all  the 
iirorld  ;  for  the  issuing  or  existence  of  a  writ  is  a  mere  fact.  Before 
the  Uniformity  of  Process  Act,  when  the  proceeding  was  by  original, 
or  in  the  Common  Pleas,  the  writ  was  evidence  to  show  that  the 
action  was  commenced  earlier  than  it  appeared  to  have  been  by  the 
record,  which  was  entitled  of  the  term  in  which  issue  was  joined.' 
Accordingly,  where  in  an  action  on  an  attorney's  bill  in  that  court, 
it  appeared  that  the  bill  had  been  delivered  September  80th  1797, 
and  the  record  was  entitled  of  Hilary  1798,  it  was  held  to  be  incum- 
bent on  the  defendant  to  show  by  the  writ  that  the  action  had  been 
in   fact  commenced  before  the  expiration  of  the  month.'     So  the 

•  Eowe  V.  Brenton,  8  B.  &  C.  (15  E.  C.  L.  R.)  765. 

'  Gilb.  Law  of  £v.  60.    See  the  cases  as  to  this,  ante,  p.  417. 

*  According  to  the  opinion  of  Lord  Ilolt  in  Breedon  v.  Gill^  1  Ld.  Raym.  219 
'  Wd>b  v.  FHtchett,  1  B.  &  P.  263. 

«  Ibid. 
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plaintiff*,  in  order  to  save  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  or  a  tender, 
might  give  in  evidence  a  bill  of  Middlesex,  or  latitat,^ 

Where  goods  are  seized  under  a  fieri  facias,  if  the  *de- 
^  -^  fendant  himself  bring  an  action  against  the  sheriff  or  bailiff' 
for  seizing  them,  it  will  be  sufficient  for  him  to  prove  the  writ,  but  if 
the  action  be  brought  by  a  person  claiming  bj  virtue  of  a  prior  exe- 
cution, or  a  sale  which  was  fraudulent,  the  officer  must  prove  the 
judgment  as  well  as  the  writ ;  for,  in  the  first  case,  bj  proving  that 
he  took  the  goods  in  obedience  to  a  writ  issued  against  the  plaintiff, 
he  shows  that  he  has  committed  no  trespass ;  but,  in  the  latter  cases, 
they  are  not  the  goods  of  the  party  against  whom  the  writ  issued, 
and  the  officer  is  not  justified  in  taking  them,  unless  he  can  bring  the 
case  within  the  stat.  13  Eliz.,  for  which  purpose  it  is  necessary  to 
show  a  judgment.^  For  the  writ  itself  is  a  justification  for  seizing 
the  goods  of  the  defendant ;  but  if  those  goods  be  claimed  by  another 
under  a  colorable  title,  as  the  officer  must  show  that  the  act  of 
transfer  from  the  defendant  was  fraudulent,  and  therefore  void  as 
against  a  judgment  creditor ;  he  must  show  that  a  judgment  existed. 
Accordingly,  where  A,  brought  an  action  of  trespass  against  the 
sheriffs,  who  proved  a  fieri  facias  against  the  goods  of  ^.,  but  did 
not  prove  a  copy  of  the  judgment;  after  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
upon  the  point  reserved,  the  court  held  that  the  judgment  ought  to 
have  been  proved ;  but  because  it  appeared  that  the  goods  were  in 
fact  the  goods  of  B,y  and  that  his  conveyance  of  them  to  A.  B,j 
himself  remaining  in  possession  of  them,  was  fraudulent,  the  court 
granted  a  new  trial.* 

Where  in  ejectment  the  lessor  plaintiff  claimed  under  a  sale  upon 

^  1  Sid.  53 ;  Vacy  v.  Clinch,  Ibid.  60 ;  Crokai  v.  Jones,  Str.  734  ;  Ld.  Raym. 
1441 ;  2  Burr.  961 ;  3  Burr.  1243  ;  Foster  v.  Bonner,  Cowp.  454.  But  in  the  case 
of  writs  which  have  been  issued  and  continued  to  obviate  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions, the  Uniformity  of  Process  Act  requires  that  each  writ  shall  be  returned 
within  one  month  of  its  expiration  and  entered  of  record,  and  that  it  shall  have  a 
memorandum  of  the  first  writ  and  return  indorsed  upon  it.  These  facts  must  be 
proved,  not  merely  by  the  production  of  the  writs  and  the  record,  but  by  extrinsic 
evidence:  Higgs  v.  Mortimer,  1  Ex.  711 ;  Walker  v.  Collick,  4  Ex.  171;  iVt<- 
ehard  v.  Bagshaw,  20  L.  J.,  C.  P.  161 ;  and  see  further  as  to  this,  Vol.  II.,  tit. 
Limitations. 

^Andrews  v.  Morris,  1  Q.  B.  (41  E.  C.  L.  R.)  3. 

*  B.  N.  P.  234. 

'  Martin  v.  Podger,  Burr.  2361 ;  and  see  Lake  v.  Billers,  Lord  Raym.  733 ;  see 
also  Ackworih  v.  Kempe,  Doug.  40.  But  this  may  be  supplied  by  the  plaintiff 
putting  in  the  warrant  or  writ,  reciting  it :  Bessey  v.  Wyndham,  6  Q.  B.  (51  E. 
G.  L.  R.)  166 ;  and  see  Corbett  v.  Grey,  post,  446,  note  (a). 
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a  fieri  factoB,  in  an  action  by  himself  against  the  defendant  in  eject- 
ment,  the  court  held  that  he  was  bound  to  prove  the  judgment  as 
well  as  the  writ,  being  privy  to  his  own  judgment.™  In  order  to 
prove  the  *crime  of  murder  against  the  party  who  kills  an 
officer  in  the  execution  of  civil  mesne  process,  it  is  necessary  ^  ^ 
to  prove  the  writ  as  well  as  the  warrant  from  the  sheriff.*^  And  so 
it  is  in  case  of  a  justification  by  an  officer  in  the  execution  of  such 
process.^  Upon  issue  taken  upon  a  plea  otplene  (idminiatravit,  proof 
of  an  execution  is  not  evidence  without  the  judgment,  for  without  it 
there  appears  to  be  no  authority  for  the  execution.^ 

As  the  sheriff  is  a  public  officer  and  minister  of  the  court,  credit 
is  given  to  the  statement  upon  his  return,  as  to  his  official  acts.  Thus, 
in  the  case  of  Gyfford  v.  Woodgate^  in  an  action  for  maliciously 
suing  out  an  al%a%  fieri  facias^  after  a  sufficient  levy  under  the  first, 
it  was  held,  that  the  sheriff's  return  upon  the  two  writs,  which  had 
been  produced  in  evidence  by  the  plaintiff  as  part  of  his  case,  in 
which  the  sheriff  stated  that  he  had  forborne  to  sell  under  the  first, 
and  had  sold  under  the  second  writ,  by  the  request  and  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  plaintiff  himself,  were  primd  fade  evidence  of  the  facts 
80  returned.  So  if  the  sheriff  return  a  rescue,  the  court  will  so  far 
give  credence  to  such  return  as  to  issue  an  attachment  in  the  first 
instance ;  though  upon  an  indictment  for  rescue  it  would  be  open  for 
the  defendant  to  show  that  the  return  was  false.'  The  sheriff's 
return,  that  he  has  levied,  is  no  proof  that  he  has  paid  over  the 
money  levied  to  the  execution  creditor ;'  his  endorsement  on  the 
writ  is  evidence  against  himself.^ 

The  writ  either  has  been  returned,  or  it  has  not ;  if  it  has  been 
returned,  it  is  a  record,  and  should  be  proved  in  *the  same  p^j^ooT 
manner  as  any  other  record.*  If  tke  writ  has  not  been  re-  I-  -' 
turned,  the  original  should  be  produced. 

">  Doe  dem.  Bland  y.  Smith,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  £.  C.  L.  R.)  p.  199.  For  the 
effects  of  writs  and  warrants,  &q.,  as  a  justification  of  the  officer,  see  Andrews  v. 
Morris,  1  Q.  B.  (41  £.  C.  L.  R.)  3  ;  and  tit.  Officer,  Homicide,  &c. 

•  i?  V.  Mead,  cor.  Wood,  B.,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  205. 

•  3  Lev.  63.  p  Per  Holt,  J.,  Tr.  per  Pais  227. 
«  11  East  296.  '  R.  ▼.  Elkins,  4  Burr.  2129. 

•  Cater  ▼.  Stokes,  1  M.  &  S.  599. 

«  See  tit.  Sheriff,  and  Martin  v.  Bell,  1  Stark.  0.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  413. 

•  Vide  supra,  p.  257,  et  seq.  Thus,  in  case  against  the  sheriff  for  a  false  re- 
tarn  to  afi.fa.  brought  in  the  same  court  as  the  original  action,  office  copies  of 
the  writ  and  return  (not  being  also  examined  copies)  were  rejected  by  Lord  Den- 
man,  C.  J. ;  Pitcher  v.  King,  1  C.  &  K.  (47  £.  C.  L.  R.)  655. 
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A  writ,  if  not  returned,  is  proved  by  the  mere  production ;  when 
it  has  been  returned,  it  may  be  proved  by  an  examined  copy.*  The 
judgment-roll  is  incontrovertible  evidence  of  all  the  proceedings 
which  it  sets  forth,  therefore  it  is  evidence  of  the  issuing  an  elegit^  and 
of  the  return  to  the  writ,  in  an  action  for  use  and  occupation,  by  the 
plaintiff  claiming  under  an  elegitJ  When  the  writ  is  mere  matter 
of  inducement,  it  may  be  proved  by  the  production  of  the  writ 
itself,"  without  a  copy  of  the  record ;  for  possibly  it  may  not  have  been 
returned,  and  then  it  is  no  record ;  but  where  a  record  is  the  gist  of 
the  action  a  copy  from  the  record  is  necessary,  because  that  is  the 
best  evidence.  To  prove  an  allegation,  that  the  defendant  issued  a 
writ  against  A.  B.^  it  is  not  sufficient  for  the  plaintiif  to  show  the 
entry  of  a  prcecipe  in  the  filazer's  book,  and  after  proving  notice  to 
the  defendant  to  produce  it,  to  give  in  evidence  a  copy ;  it  should 
be  shown  that  search  was  made  for  it  in  the  treasury*  and  that  after 
the  return  of  the  writ  it  was  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant.*  The 
r*4391  ^"*'  ^^  summons,  however,  given  by  2  &  3  Will.  IV.,  *c.  89, 
has  no  return  day,  although  it  is  for  some  purposes  consi- 
dered as  returnable  on  the  day  when  it  was  issued. 

A  bill  in  equity  is  always  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  proving  as 
a  fact  that  such  a  bill  has  been  filed.  But  a  bill  in  equity  is  not 
admissible  in  any  case,  even  against  the  plaintiff  himself,  or  those 
who  claim  through  him,  as  to  any  facts  alleged  in  the  bill,  even 
although  they  relate  to  matters  of  pedigree.^     In  the  case  of  the 

*  Supra,  p.  265.  '  Ramshottam  v.  Buckhurst,  2  M.  &  S.  567. 
«  B.  N.  P.  234  ;  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  34. 

*  Edmonstone  v.  Plaistedj  4  Esp.  G.  ]60.  The  sheriff's  book  is  not  evidence 
of  the  contents  of  a  writ:  Russell  y.  Dickson,  6  Bing.  (19  £.  0.  L.  R.)  442.  In 
order  to  connect  the  mayor  of- a  corporation,  under  5  &  6  Will.  lY.  o.  76,  with 
the  issuing  of  a  warrant;  under  which  the  defendant's  goods  had  been  unlaw- 
fully seized,  the  high  constable  who  executed  it  was  called  under  a  suhpoBna 
duces  tecum.  He  said  that  he  hod  deposited  the  warrant  in  his  office,  and  had 
searched  for  it  but  could  not  find  it ;  that  ho  did  not  know  what  had  become  of 
it ;  and  that  the  town  clerk  had  access  to  his  office.  It  was  held  that  secondary 
evidence  might  be  given  of  the  contents,  without  calling  the  town  clerk  or 
serving  the  defendant  (the  mayor)  with  notice  to  produce  it:  Femley  v.  Worth- 
ington,  1  M.  &  G.  (39  E.  C.  L.  R.)  491. 

^  Boileau  v.  Rutlin,  2  Ex.  665  ;  Doe  v.  Sybom,  7  T.  R.  3 ;  and  see  Davies  y. 
Lowndes,  6  M.  &  G.  (46  E.  C.  L.  R.)  471 ;  Penndl  v.  Meyer,  2  M.  &  Rob.  98 ; 
Taylor  v.  Cole,  7  T.  R.  3,  n.,  where  Lord  Kenyon,  at  the  sittings  after  Hil. 
Term  1799,  is  stated  to  have  held,  that  a  bill  in  Chancery,  filed  by  an  ancestor, 
was  evidence  to  prove  a  family  pedigree,  in  the  same  manner  as  an  inscription 
on  a  tombstone,  or  in  a  Bible ;  but  see  Com.  Dig.,  Ey.  C.  2 ;  Devon  v.  Jones^  2 
Anst.  505.    It  was  formerly  held,  that  a  bill  in  equity  was  admissible  evidenoe 
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Banbury  Peerage,  all  the  judges  held  that,  generally  speaking,  a  bill 
in  Chancery  cannot  be  received  as  evidence  in  a  court  of  law  to 
prove  any  fact,  either  alleged  or  denied  in  such  bill,  although  it 
relate  to  matter  of  pedigree,  and  be  of  considerable  antiquity, 
whether  the  object  of  the  bill  be  to  perpetuate  testimony  or  to 
obtain  relief. "" 

against  the  plaintiff  in  equity  where  his  privity  could  be  proved,  although  the 
bill  had  not  been  acted  on,  and  without  proof  of  privity  if  the  bill  has  been 
acted  on :  Ch.  C.  64,  65 :  Snow  v.  Phillips,  1  Sid.  221  ;  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  227,  pi.  1 ; 
B.  N.  P.  235 ;  Fitzg.  196 ;  Doe  v.  Si/bum,  7  T.  R.  3.  But  it  is  now  finally 
settled  that  the  statements  in  the  bill  are  to  be  regarded  as  the  mere  suggestions 
of  the  pleader :  Boileau  t.  Rutlin,  supra. 

•  In  The  Banbury  Peerage  case,  23d  Feb.  1809  (cited  2  Sel.  N.  P.  712),  the 
counsel  for  the  petitioner  stated  that  he  would  offer  in  evidence  certain  depo- 
sitions taken  upon  a  bill  (seeking  relief),  filed  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  on  the 
9th  February  1640,  by  Edward,  the  eldest  son  of  the  first  Earl  of  Banbury,  an 
infant,  by  his  next  friend.  This  evidence  having  been  objected  to,  and  the 
point  argued,  the  following  questions  were  proposed  to  the  Judges : — 

Upon  the  trial  of  an  ejectment  brought  by  E,  F,,  against  O,  H.  to  recover  the 
possession  of  an  estate,  E,  F.,  to  prove  that  C,  D.,  from  whom  E.  F.  was  de- 
scended, was  the  legitimate  son  of  ^.  B.,  offered  in  evidence  a  bill  in  Chancery, 
purporting  to  have  been  filed  by  C.  D.  150  years  before  that  time,  by  his  next 
friend,  such  next  friend  therein  styling  himself  the  uncle  of  the  infant,  for  the 
purpose  of  perpetuating  testimony  of  the  fact  that  (7.  D,  was  the  legitimate  son 
of  J.  B,,  and  which  bill  stated  him  to  be  such  legitimate  son  (but  no  persons 
claiming  to  be  heirs  at  law  of  ^.  J?.,  if  C.  D.  was  illegitimate,  were  parties  to 
the  suit,  the  only  defendant  being  a  person  alleged  to  have  held  lands  under  a 
lease  from  A,  B.,  reserving  rent  to  A,  B,  and  his  heirs)  *,  and  also  offered  in 
evidence  depositions  taken  in  the  said  cause,  some  of  them  purporting  to  be 
made  by  persons  styling  themselves  relations  of  A.  B,,  others  styling  them- 
selves servants  in  his  family,  others  styling  themselves  to  be  medical  persons 
attendant  upon  the  family:  and  in  their  respective  depositions  stating  facts, 
and  declaring  that  (7.  2>.  was  the  legitimate  son  of  A,  B.,  and  that  he  was  in 
the  family,  of  which  they  were  respectively  relations,  servants,  and  medical 
attendants,  or  reputed  so  to  be. 

First  question :  Are  the  bill  in  equity,  and  the  depositions  respectively,  or 
any,  and  which  of  them,  to  be  received  in  the  Courts  below  upon  the  trial  of 
snch  ejectment  ( O.  H,  not  claiming,  or  deriving  in  any  manner,  under  either 
the  plaintiff  or  defendant  in  the  said  Chancery  suits),  either  as  evidence  of  facts 
therein  (alleged,  denied,  or)  deposed  to,  or  as  declarations  respecting  pedigree ; 
and  are  they,  or  any,  and  which  of  them,  evidence  to  be  received  in  the  said 
canse,  that  the  parties  filing  the  bill  and  making  the  depositions  respectively 
sustained  the  characters  of  uncle,  relations,  servants,  and  medical  persons, 
iprbich  they  describe  themselves  therein  sustaining? 

Answer :  Neither  the  bill  in  equity,  nor  the  depositions,  are  to  be  received  in 
evidence  in  the  Courts  below,  on  the  trial  of  the  ejectment,  either  as  evidence  of 
the  facts  therein  (alleged,  denied,  or)  deposed  to,  or  as  declarations  respecting 
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r*440  *44n  *'^^  answer  in  Chancery  is  evidence  as  an  admis- 
sion upon  '''oath/  but  it  is  not  evidence,  except  against 
the  party  who  made  it,  or  to  contradict  his  testimony  in  another 
cause  ;*  for,  with  respect  to  others,  it  is  re€  inter  alios  J  If  a  man 
r*4421  ™*^^®  answer  in  Chancery  which  is  prejudicial  to  his  es- 
tate, it  is  not  evidence  against  his  alienee ;'  ^unless,  indeed, 

pedij^ree  ;  neither  are  any  of  them  evidence  that  the  parties  filing  the  hill,  or 
making  the  depositions  respectively  sustained  the  characters  of  unole,  relations, 
servants,  and  medical  persons,  which  they  describe  themselves  therein  sustain- 
ing. The  judges  further  added  that  it  would  not  make  any  difference,  in  their 
opinion,  if  the  hill,  stated  to  have  been  filed  by  C.  D,,  by  his  next  friend  had 
been  a  bill  seeking  relief. 

Second  question  :  Whether  any  bill  in  Chancery  can  ever  be  received  as  evi- 
dence in  a  Court  of  law,  to  prove  any  facts  either  alleged  or  denied  in  such 
bill? 

Answer :  Generally  speaking,  a  bill  in  Chancery  cannot  be  received  as  evi- 
dence in  a  Court  of  law,  to  prove  any  fact,  either  alleged  or  denied  in  such  bill. 
But  whether  any  possible  case  might  be  put,  which  would  form  an  exception 
to  such  general  rule,  the  judges  could  not  undertake  to  say. 

Third  question  :  Whether  depositions  taken  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  con- 
sequence of  a  bill  to  perpetuate  the  testimony  of  witnesses,  or  otherwise,  would 
be  received  in  evidence  to  prove  the  facts  sworn  to  in  the  same  way  and  to  the 
same  extent  as  if  the  same  were  sworn  to  at  the  trial  of  an  ejectment  by  wit- 
nesses then  produced  ? 

Answer :  Such  depositions  would  not  be  received  in  evidence  in  a  Court  of 
law,  in  any  cause  in  which  the  parties  were  not  the  same  as  in  the  cause  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery ;  or  did  not  claim  under  some  or  one  of  such  parties.  From 
2  Sel.  N.  P.  712. 

'  Gilb.  Law  of  £v.  106  ;  Godb.  326.  But  although  it  is  evidence  against  the 
party  making  the  admission,  and  those  who  claim  under  him,  it  is  not  evidence 
as  an  admission  of  the  truth  of  what  he  states  that  he  heard  another  person  say 
injurious  to  his  title :  Lord  TrimUstoton  v.  Kemmis,  9  CI.  &  F.  780.  Nor  is  a 
declaration  of  pedigree  made  in  answer  in  Chancery  to  support  a  claim  of  right 
put  forward  by  the  party  who  made  it.  Nor,  semble,  if  the  answer  is  an  answer 
which  has  not  been  filed :  Wharton  Peeragej  12  CI.  &  F.  295.  An  answer  in 
Chancery  of  the  defendant,  in  a  suit  instituted  against  him  by  the  prosecutor,  is 
evidence  against  him  on  an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy  :  R.  v.  Goldshede,  1  C. 
&  K.  (47  e'.  C.  L.  R.)  657. 

*  Ewer  V.  Ambrose,  6  D.  &  R.  (16  £.  C.  L.  R.)  127.  An  examined  copy  of  the 
evidence  is  in  such  case  sufficient :  Ibid. ;  Countess  of  Dartmouth  v.  Roberts,  16 
East  334. 

'  Goodright  v.  Moss,  Cowp.  591. 

*  Salk.  286  ;  B.  N.  P.  238  ;  although  it  be  made  before  alienation :  Ford  v. 
Lord  Grey,  6  Mod.  44  )  but  see  Countess  of  Dartmouth  v.  Roberts,  16  East  334, 
infra,  p.  443.  An  answer  in  Chancery  relating  to  an  advowson,  filed  by  a  per- 
son formerly  seised  of  it,  and  through  whom  the  party  against  whom  it  was 
sought  to  be  used  claimed,  bat  made  twenty  years  after  the  former  had  oon- 
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the  plaintiff  make  it  evidence  by  producing  it  first.'*  As  where  in  an 
issue  out  of  Chancery  to  try  the  terms  of  an  agreement,  which  was 
proved  by  one  witness,  but  denied  by  the  defendant,  the  witness  be- 
ing dead  before  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  was  under  the  necessity  of 
producing  the  bill  and  answer  in  order  to  read  his  deposition,  and  by 
that  means  made  the  whole  answer  evidence,  and  it  was  read  for  the 
defendant.^  So  the  answer  of  an  infant  by  guardian  cannot  be  read 
against  him  on  a  trial  at  law,^  for  the  law  out  of  tenderness  to  infants 
will  not  permit  them  to  be  prejudiced  by  the  oath  of  a  guardian;^ 
but  it  seems  that  the  answer  of  the  guardian  for  the  infant  may 
afterwards  be  used  as  evidence  against  himself,  for  it  is  the  answer 
of  the  guardian  and  not  of  the  infant.^  The  same  objection  does 
not  seem  to  apply  to  an  answer  made  by  a  woman  during  coverture, 
if  offered  in  evidence  after  the  death  of  the  husband.  In  the  case 
of  WrottesUy  v.  Bendish^^  the  Lord  Chancellor  said  that  he  would 
give  no  opinion  on  the  point,  whether  such  'an  answer  would  be  evi- 
dence or  not.*    But  in  the  case  of  Hodson  v.   MereBt^''  it  was  held 

that  the  joint  answer  of  *the  husband  and  wife  could  not  be 

.  r*4431 

read  against  the  wife.     The  ground  of  objection  to  admit-   ^        -■ 

ting  such  an  answer  seems  to  be,  that  the  wife  was  at  the  time  under 

the  dominion  of  the  husband,  and  not  a  free  agent ;  but  if  the  answer 

reyed  away  his  mterest,  was  held  inadmissible :  Chilly  v.  Bishop  of  Exeter^  5 
Bing.  (15  E.  C.  L.  R.)  171 ;  and  2  M.  &  P.  (17  E.  C.  L.  R.)  266  ;  see  Deady  v. 
Harrison,  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  60.  The  distinction  seems  to  be  between 
mere  collateral  representations  and  those  which  possess  a  legal  effect  and  oper- 
ate in  law,  or  are  acts  accompanying  the  possession,  for  such,  as  in  the  case  of 
tenants,  &c.,  seem  to  be  always  admissible. 
^  B.  N.  P.  238. 

•  Bourne  v.  Sir  T,  fFhitmore,  Salop  1747. 

^  2  Vent.  72 ;  3  Mod.  259  ;  EccUsion  v.  Petty,  Garth.  79.  As  to  an  admission 
by  guardian,  see  Cowling  y.  Ely,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  366  ;  and  7  M.  & 
W.  408  ;  13  M.  &  W.  646  ;  but  see  Str.  548.  But  the  answer  of  a  minor  by  his 
mother  and  guardian,  may  be  read  against  the  mother  in  a  cause  which  she  de* 
fends  in  a  different  capacity :  Beasley  v.  Magrath,  Sch.  &  Lef.  Rep.  34. 

»  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  51 ;  2  Vent.  72  j  3  Mod.  259 ;  Garth.  79 ;  Salk.  350  j  Vern. 
60,  109,  110. 

•  3  P.  Wms.  237 ;  Garth.  7,  9  j  Beasley  v.  Magrath,  supra,  note  (j). 
«  3  P.  Wms.  235. 

"  It  was  objected,  that  an  answer  by  the  wife,  whilst  under  the  power  of  the 
husband,  would  be  of  no  more  use  than  the  answer  of  an  infant 

•  9  Pri.  566 ;  see  Elston  v.  Wood,  2  Myl.  &  K.  678  ;  Barron  v.  Grillard,  3 
Ves.  &  Bea.  166.  In  Callow  v.  Hawle,  17  L.  J.,  Ch.  71,  Knight  Bruce,  V.  G. 
allowed  a  married  woman's  answer,  put  in  by  her  jointly  with  her  husband,  to 
be  read  against  her  as  to  her  separate  estate. 
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was  adverse  to  the  interest  of  the  husband,  a  presumption  of  duress 
cannot  arise.  An  answer  by  one  defendant  is  not  evidence  against 
another,  for  no  one  is  bound  by  the  acts  or  declarations  of  another 
without  his  privity.i*  But  an  answer  by  one  partner  is  evidence 
against  another  as  to  partnership  liabilities,  since  there  is  a  privity 
and  community  of  interest,  and  each,  for  such  purposes,  is  the  agent 
of  the  other;  since,  however,  this  depends  on  the  privity  of  interest, 
the  partnership  must  be  proved  aliunde.^  So  the  answer  of  a  party 
is  evidence  against  one  who  claims  under  him.  Thus,  in  an  action  for 
not  setting  out  tithe,  copies  of  a  bill  and  answer,  in  a  suit  by  the  vicar 
for  the  tithe  of  hay  against  S.  2/.,  then  owner  and  occupier  of  the 
close,  and  from  whom  the  defendant  purchased,  denying  the  vicar's 
right,  and  setting  up  a  right  in  the  ancestor  of  the  plaintiff,  were  held 
to  be  evidence  against  the  defendant.'^ 

P  Vide  tit.  Admissions  5  Wych  v.  Meal,  3  P.  Wms.  311  j  12  Ves.  361.  Upon  a 
question  of  the  right  of  a  lord  of  a  manor  to  wreck,  held  that  the  answers  of 
persons,  some  tenants  of  the  manor,  to  a  commission  issued  by  a  former  lord, 
stating  the  title  of  the  lord,  were  inadmissible,  the  right  being  of  a  private  na- 
ture, and  the  parties  making  the  declaration  possessing  no  peculiar  means  of 
knowledge :  Talbot  v.  LefPis,  1  Cr.,  M.  &  R.  495  ;  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  605. 

^  Vide  tit.  Admissions — Partners  ;  Wood  v.  Braddick,  1  Taunt.  104 ;  Lttcas 
V.  De  la  Couvj  1  M.  &  S.  250 ;  Grant  v.  Jackson,  1  Peake,  C.  203 ;  Pritehard  v. 
Drapei',  1  R.  &  Myl.  191. 

'  Countess  of  Dartmouth  v.  Roberts^  16  East  334 ;  although  the  viear  aban- 
doned the  suit,  and  no  decree  was  made,  Lord  Ellenborough  observed :  *'  This 
appears  to  me  not  to  be  res  inter  alios,  but  inter  cosdem  acta,  and  was  not  only 
evidence,  but  strong  evidence  against  the  defendant,  who  stood  in  the  same 
place  by  derivation  of  the  title  and  legal  obligation  as  the  former  occupier  of 
the  same  land  ;  and  that  former  owner,  on  his  oath,  in  a  suit  against  him  by 
the  vicar,  has  declared  that  the  tithe  is  due  to  the  rector  and  not  to  the  vicar ; 
and  now  that  same  person  in  effect  (that  is,  the  present  owner,  who  purchased 
of  the  former  owner  the  very  lands  over  which  tithes  are  now  claimed)  is 
decrying  the  title  of  the  rector  in  favor  of  the  vicar.^'  See  also  Benson  v. 
Olive,  2  Gwill.  701  j  Earl  of  Sussex  v.  Temple,  1  Ld.  Raym.  310;  Travis  v. 
Challoner,  3  Gwill.  1237 ;  Ashby  v.  Power,  Ibid.  1259 ;  Bishop  of  Meath  v. 
Winchester,  3  Ring.  N.  C.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  183 ;  Crease  v.  Barrett,  1  Cr.,  M.  A 
R.  932. 

'  The  answer  of  one  defendant  is  not  in  general  evidence  against  his  co- 
defendant  :  Field  et  al.  v.  Holland  et  at.,  6  Cranch  8 ;  Grant  v.  Bisset,  1  Caine 
112;  Clark's  Ex'ors,  v.  Van  Riemsdyk,  9  Cranch  153  ;  Leeds  v.  Marine  Ins.  Co» 
of  Alexandria,  2  Wheat.  380 ;  Hoomes  v.  Smock,  1  Wash.  389 ;  Phoenix  v.  As- 
signees  of  Inffraham,  5  Johns.  412.  But  this  rule  does  not  apply  to  a  case  when 
the  other  defendants  claim  through  him  or  when  they  are  all  proved  to  be 
partners  in  the  same  transaction :  Field  et  al,  v.  Holland  et  al, ;  Clark's  Ex^otb, 
V.  Van  Reimsdyk,  ubi  sup. ;  Van  Reimsdyk  v.  Kane  et  al,,  I  Gall.  635 ;  see  also 
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*It  is  a  general  rule,  that  the  party  who  reads  an  answer 
makes  the  whole  of  it  evidence ;'  for  it  is  read  as  the  sense  *-  -* 
of  the  party  himself,  which  must  he  taken  entire  and  unbroken.^ 
Hence,  if  upon  exceptions  taken,  a  second  answer  has  been  put  in, 
the  defendant  may  insist  upon  having  that  read  to  explain  what  he 
swore  in  his  first  answer.^  But  where  the  evidence  of  a  witness  was 
read  merely  in  order  to  show  that  he  was  incompetent,  the  whole  was 
not  evidence,  but  only  so  much  as  showed  that  he  was  incompetent/ 
And  where  depositions  in  a  suit  in  equity  are  given  in  evidence  at 
law,  and  the  bill  and  answer  are  put  in  to  show  that  the  depositions 
are  admissible,  the  opposite  counsel  cannot  refer  to  the  bill  and 
answer  in  his  address  to  the  jury/  For  the  judge  only  refers  to 
them  for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  the  depositions  are  evi- 
dence by  seeing  what  was  in  issue  in  the  suit/  Although  the  whole 
of  an  answer  must  in  general  be  read,  the  *rule  decides  p^^- r-i 
nothing  as  to  the  credibility  of  any  fact  which  it  contains,  *-  J 
and  this  must  depend  upon  circumstances.  Where  the  answer 
charges  the  defendant  by  the  admission  of  one  fact,  and  also  dis- 
charges him  by  the  statement  of  a  distinct  and  further  fact,  the  rule 

■  Bame  v.  Whitmore^  Bac.  Abr.,  Ev.  F. ;  Earl  of  Bath  v.  Battersea^  5  Mod. 
9;  Lynch  v.  Clerke^  3  Salk.  153  j  see  Bermen  v.  Woodbridge)  Doug.  781,  supra; 
and  Partington  v.  Butcher j  6  Esp.  C.  66 ;  and  tit  Limitations  ;  Earl  of  Mon- 
tague V.  Lord  Preston^  2  Vent.  170;  Randle  v.  Blackburn^  5  Taunt.  (1  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  245 ;  PenntU  v.  Meyer^  2  M.  &  Rob.  99.  Where  the  plaintiff  in  equity  reads 
a  passage  in  the  answer  as  evidence  of  a  particular  fact,  the  defendant  cannot 
read  subsequent  matter,  although  connected  by  conjunctive  particles,  unless  it 
be  explanatory  of  the  passage  read  by  the  plaintiff:  Davis  v.  Spurting^  1  Russ. 
&M.  68;  see  also  B.  N.  P.  238;  2  Vent.  194;  1  Ch.  Ca.  194;  Gilb.  Law  of 
Ev.  44. 

» B.  N.  P.  237 ;  R.  v.  Carr,  1  Sid.  418. 

■  Sparing  v.  Drax^  27,  c.  2,  C.  B. ;  Trial  at  Bar,  Bac.  Abr.,  Ev.  F.  A  suf- 
ficient reason  for  this  seems  to  be  that  it  is  not  evidence  in  the  cause,  but  for 
the  court  only. 

'  Chappel  V.  Purday^  14  M.  &  W.  303. 
« Ibid. 

Barilett  v.  Marshall^  2  Bibb  470.  Whenever  the  confession  of  any  party  would 
be  good  evidence  against  another,  in  such  case  his  answer  d  fortiori  may  be 
read  against  the  latter:  per  Story,  J.,  1  Gall,  uhi  sup,;  Kiddie  v.  Dehrutz^  1 
Hayw.  421,  s.  p.  M. 

^  Where  an  answer  in  chancery  is  given  in  evidence  in  a  court  of  law,  the 
party  is  entitled  to  have  the  whole  of  his  answer  read  ;  and  it  is  to  be  received 
as  primd  fade  evidence  of  the  truth  of  the  facts  stated  in  it— open,  however, 
to  be  rebutted  by  the  opposite  party:  Lawrence  y.  Ocean  Ins,  Co,y  11  Johns. 
269 ;  see  Hoffman  et  al,  v.  Smithy  1  Caines  157.  M. 
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has  been  said  to  be,  that  what  is  admitted  need  not  be  proved  by  the 
plaintiff,  but  the  defendant  must  make  out  his  fact  in  discharge '/  and 
therefore  where  the  executor,  in  an  answer  to  a  bill  by  creditors 
for  an  account  of  the  personal  estate,  admitted  the  receipt  of  j£100, 
but  alleged  that  it  had  been  given  to  him  by  the  testator,  for  his 
trouble  in  the  testator's  business,  it  was  held,  that  the  defendant  was 
bound  to  make  out,  by  proof,  that  which  he  insisted  upon  by  way  of 
avoidance;  since  it  was  probable  that  he  admitted  the  fact  out  of 
apprehension  that  it  might  be  proved,  and  therefore  it  ought  not  so 
far  to  profit  the  party  as  to  give  credit  to  the  statement  in  avoidance. 
But  the  distinction  was  taken,  that  if  the  admission  and  discharge 
had  been  one  entire  fact,  as,  if  the  defendant  had  said  that  the  tes- 
tator had  given  him  <£100,  it  ought  to  have  been  admitted,  unless 
disproved,  because  nothing  of  the  fact  charged  was  admitted.'  In 
courts  of  law,  however,  the  rule  is,  that  if  a  party  read  the  defend- 
ant's answer,  the  effect  is  t(»  make  him  a  witness  in  the  cause,  and  to 
submit  the  credibility  of  all  the  facts  stated  to  the  consideration  of 

*^®  j'^^y  5*  *'^^*  ^*  ^^'^  ^^^i  ^*  seems,  operate  to  make  a  state- 
I-  -I  ment  evidence  which  is  in  itself  inadmissible;  as  where  it 
rests  upon  mere  hearsay  by  the  party  who  made  the  answer.* 

7  In  Equity,  B.  N.  P.  237.  Where  a  party  (in  equity)  reads  a  passage  from 
the  defendant's  answer,  he  reads  all  the  facts  stated  in  that  passage;  if  it  refers 
to  any  other  passage,  or  facts  stated  in  any  other  passage,  that  must  be  read, 
but  only  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  the  former ;  and  if  new  facts  are  stated 
in  the  passage  so  referred  to  which  must  in  grammatical  construction  be  read 
for  the  purpose  of  explanation,  the  facts  and  circumstances  so  introduced  are 
not  to  be  considered  as  read :  Bartlett  v.  Gillard,  3  Russ.  157. 

■  B.  N.  P.  237 ;  per  Cowper,  C,  Hill.  Vac.  1707. 

*  Eoe  d,  PelUUt  v.  Ferrari,  2  B.  &  P.  542.  The  admissions  made  must  be  con- 
strued  by  the  court,  and  the  whole  admission  must  be  laid  before  the  jury  as  one 
entire  writing ;  but  they  are  not  bound  to  believe  the  whole  of  it,  and  ought  to 
be  allowed  to  contrast  it  with  the  other  evidence  in  the  case :  Baildon  v.  Walton^ 
1  Ex.  617,  decided  in  Cam,  Scac.  on  a  bill  of  exceptions.  So,  in  an  action  of 
trespass  against  two  defendants,  one  of  whom  was  keeper  of  the  king's  prison, 
and  the  other  a  secretary  of  state,  the  plaintiff,  in  proof  of  the  alleged  acts  of 
trespass,  gave  in  evidence  a  return  by  one  defendant  to  a  writ  of  habeas  carpus, 
in  which  that  defendant  stated  that  he  had  committed  the  acts  in  question  in 
obedience  to  certain  orders  made  by  his  co-defendant  The  defendants  there- 
upon called  in  aid  the  evidence  contained  in  that  document  in  support  of  certain 
pleas  of  justification  ;  and  the  court  held  that  the  return  was  evidence  for  the 
defendants  in  support  of  the  pleas,  as  well  as  against  them  in  proof  of  the  tres- 
pass, and  justified  a  verdict  for  them  upon  the  pleas  of  justification :  CobbeU  v. 
Grey,  4  Ex.  729. 

^  See  Eoe  d,  PeUaM  v.  Ferrars,  2  B.  &  P.  542,  and  the  observations  of  Cham- 
bre,  J.,  2  B.  &  P.  548  ;  and  Parkfi,  B.,  1  Ex.  620 ;  Gilb.  Law  of  £v.  44. 
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A  copy  of  a  letter  written  by  the  plaintiflTs  agent,  and  referred  to 
in  an  answer  by  the  plaintiff  to  a  bill  of  discovery  filed  by  another 
party,  in  which  the  original  letter  was  not  filed,  but  the  copy  in 
question  was'  delivered  by  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  in  the  suit  for  dis- 
covery, may  be  read  in  evidence  without  reading  the  plaintiff's  an- 
swer/ 

*An  answer  is  proved  by  producing  the  bill  and  answer,* 
or  admitted  copies,  or  by  proof  of  examined  copies/  In  I-  -^ 
civil  cases  (it  is  said)  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  answer  was  upon 
oath ;'  but  since  the  answer  in  civil  cases  operates  merely  by  way  of 
admission,  it  is  sufficient  to  prove  it  to  be  the  answer  of  the  party, 
and  it  is  not  necessary  in  civil  cases  to  produce  the  original  answer, 
and  to  prove  it  to  have  been  signed  by  the  defendant.'    If  on  proof 

^  B.,  an  underwriter,  filed  a  bill  of  discovery  against  J.,  an  assured,  and  W»j 
his  agent,  who  had  effected  the  insurance ;  A,  and  W.  put  in  their  answers,  in 
which  they  referred  to  a  letter  written  by  W,  on  the  subject  of  the  insurance. 
The  original  was  not  produced,  but  to  save  time  and  expense  it  was  agreed  that 
a  copy  should  be  inspected,  which  was  done,  and  a  copy  taken  by  the  under- 
writer. On  an  action  brought  by  A.  against  another  underwriter,  it  was  held 
that  the  latter  was  entitled  to  read  the  copy  in  evidence  without  reading  A,^s 
answer.  For  whether  it  be  or  be  not  necessary  to  read  an  answer  in  Chancery 
for  the  purpose  of  making  documents  evidence  which  may  be  annexed  to  it,  the 
rule  would  not  apply  to  the  case  in  question,  for  the  letter  was  not  before  the 
Court  of  Chancery.  And  Lord  Tenterden  observed :  ^'  I  should  at  present  think 
it  a  very  strong  proposition  to  say  that  the  answer  must  at  all  events  be  read, 
though  having  no  connection  with  the  case  in  which  the  documents  are  pro- 
duced ;  but  here,  at  least,  we  think  the  copy  in  question  was  admissible  without 
the  answer :"  Lang  v.  Champion,  2  B.  &  Ad.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  284.  In  an  action 
against  the  sheriff  for  a  false  return  of  nulla  bona  to  an  execution  issued  against 
the  goods  of  E,,  the  latter  having  filed  a  bill  in  Chancery,  in  which  suit  an  order 
had  been  made  that  all  letters  written  by  E,  inter  oHq,  should  be  brought  into 
court ;  held  that  although  the  defendant  might  give  in  evidence  the  order  as  an 
act  of  court  not  affecting  the  right  of  either  parties,  yet  the  letters  of  E,  were 
inadmissible  without  the  bill  and  answer ;  it  not  being  proposed  to  put  in  with 
them  any  letter  written  by  the  plaintiff  in  reply,  the  answer  might  explain  or 
wholly  neutralisEC  the  effect  of  such  letters :  Hewitt  v.  Piggott,  5  C.  &  P.  (24  £. 
C.  L.  R.)  77. 

^  Bac.  Ab.,  Ev.  F.    The  bill  ought  to  be  produced,  because  it  may  be  material 
to  explain  the  answer. 

•  Ewer  V.  Ambrose,  4  B.  &  C.  (10  £.  C.  L.  R.)  25 ;  Hennell  v.  l4fon,  1  B.  & 
Aid.  182 ;  Eees  v.  Bowen,  1  McCl.  &  Y.  383. 

'  Bac.  Abr.,  Ev.  F. ;  B.  N.  P.  238,  239 ;  see  Crooke  v.  Bawling,  3  Doug.  (26 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  77  ;  James's  case,  1  Show.  327. 

<  Lady  Dartmouth  v.  Roberts,  16  East  334 ;  Hodgkinson  v.  Willis,  3  Camp. 
401 ;  Ewer  v.  Ambrose,  supra ;  HighfieM  v.  Peake,  1  M.  &  M.  (22  £.  C.  L.  R.) 
109,  iupra;  Studdg  v.  Sanders,  2  D.  &  R.  (16^£.  C.  L.  R.)  347 ;  Bees  v.  Bowen, 
27 
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of  the  copies  the  names  and  characters  of  the  parties  correspond, 
that  is  sufiScient  primd  facie  proof  of  the  identity  of  the  parties,  and 
the  hurthen  of  repelling  the  presumption  lies  on  the  objecting  party;' 
but  it  is  otherwise  in  a  criminal  proceeding  6n  *an  indict- 
L  J  ment  for  perjury,  or  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution, 
which  is  in  the  nature  of  a  criminal  proceeding.^ 

But  it  is  sufficient  to  produce  the  examined  copy^  of  the  answer 
of  the  witness  in  equity,  in  order  to  contradict  his  testimony,  for  it 
cannot  be  regarded  as  a  criminal  proceeding.  On  proof  of  search 
for  the  bill  by  the  officer  in  the  proper  office,  and  that  it  cannot  be 
found,  the  answer  has  been  allowed  in  evidence  without  proof  of  the 
biU.^ 

A  man's  voluntary  affidavit  is  admissible  against  himself,  and  if 
offered  as  an  affidavit  must  be  proved  to  have  been   sworn  ;^  but 

1  McCL  &  Y.  383.  In  the  case  of  DartnaU  v.  Howard,  R.  &  M.  (21  E.  G.  L.  R.) 
169,  It  was  held,  that  for  the  purpose  of  identifying  the  original  answer,  of  which 
an  examined  copy  was  produced,  as  the  answer  of  the  defendant,  a  witness  who 
had  seen  the  original  was  allowed  to  prove  that  it  was  in  the  handwriting  of 
the  defendant,  though  it  was  not  produced.  Although  the  bill  be  lost,  the  an- 
swer will  still  be  evidence,  as  an  admission  under  the  defendant's  hand :  1  Ford's 
MSS.  145. 

^  Hmnell  v.  Lyon,  1  B.  &  Aid.  182 ;  see  1  Ld.  Raym.  154 ;  2  Bl.  1190.  Note, 
that  the  defendant  in  HenneU  v.  Lyon  was  Charles  Lyon,  sued  as  the  administra- 
tor of  Mary  Lyon,  and  by  h's  plea  he  had  admitted  himself  to  be  such  administra- 
tor, and  the  copy  of  the  answer  showed  that  the  bill  was  filed  against  Charles 
Lyon,  as  administrator  of  Mary  Lyon.  The  judges  relied  on  the  coincidence  of 
description,  and  Lord  Ellenborongh  seems  to  have  considered  it  as  a  matter  of 
public  convenience  to  receive  such  evidence  in  civil  cases  without  further  proof. 
And  see  Greenshields  v.  Crawford,  9  M.  &  W.  314  j  Simpson  v.  Dismore,  9  M. 
&  W.  47 ;  Russell  v.  Smyth,  9  M.  &  W.  818 ;  Smith  v.  Henderson,  9  M.  &  W. 
798 ;  Sewell  v.  Evans,  Roden  v.  Ryde,  4  Q.  B.  (45  E.  C.  L.  R.)  626.  Identity 
may  be  evidenced  where  necessary  by  proof  of  the  party's  handwriting :  see  R. 
V.  Benson,  2  Camp.  508;  R,  y.  Morris,  2  Burr.  1189;  Sayer  v.  Olossop,  2  Ex. 
409 }  Dartnall  v.  Howard,  Ry  &  M.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  169 ;  Seott  v.  Lewis,  7  C.  & 
P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  349 ;  Pnce's  ease,  1  Leach  323 ;  Bendy' s  case.  Ibid.  330 ;  and 
tit.  Handwriting — Pxrjurt. 

« 16  East  348 ;  R,  v.  Morris,  1  B.  &  A.  182;  R.  v.  Benson,  2  Camp.  C.  508 ; 
see  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Pxrjurt.  The  fact  of  swearing  may  be  proved  by  evidence  of 
the  Master's  handwriting  to  the  jurat,  without  calling  him :  R,  v.  Benson,  2 
Camp.  508;  R.  v.  Morris,  2  Burr.  1189.  The  Jurat  is  evidence  of  the  place 
where  the  oath  was  taken :  R,  v.  Spencer,  Ry.  &  M.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  97 ;  but 
not  conclusive :  Emden's  case,  9  East  437.  It  was  held  sufficient  evidence  in 
R,  V.  Turner,  2  C.  &  K.  (61  E.  C.  L.  R.)  732,  on  an  indictment  for  perjury. 

J  Ewer  V.  Ambrose,  4  B.  &  C.  (10  E.  C.  L.  R.)  25 ;  or  an  admitted  copy :  Davies 
V.  Davies,  9  C.  &  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  252. 

k  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  49.  .  >  B.  N.  P.  238. 
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proof  of  the  party's  signature  makes  it  admissible  as  a  nqte  or  letter, 
without  further  proof."  *Where  an  afiSdavit  has  been  made  i-^j^j^q-, 
in  the  course  of  a  cause,  proof  that  such  a  cause  was  pend-  ^  ^ 
ing  and  that  such  affidavit  was  used  by  the  party,  would  be  sufficient 
evidence  to  prove  the  affidavit  in  a  civil  suit."  A  copy  of  a  volun- 
tary affidavit  is  not  admissible  in  evidence,  for  it  has  no  relation  to  a 
court  of  justice.®  In  order  to  prove  an  affidavit  of  the  defendant  in 
the  same  court  in  which  the  action  is  tried,  it  is  sufficient  to  prove  an 
examined  copy,  without  proving  the  handwriting  of  the  party,  or 
that  he  was  sworn.^ 

A  rule  of  court  under  the  hand  of  the  proper  officer,  is  itself  an 
original,  and  may  be  given  in  evidence  in  a*  legal  proceeding  in  that 
court  without  being  proved  to  be  a  true  copy.'*  Indeed  the  copy  of 
the  rule  given  out  by  the  Master  is  the  rule.' 

A  judge's  order  is  proved  by  the  order  itself,  the  court  being 
bound  to  take  judicial  notice  of  the  signature  of  the  judge,'  or  by 
the  rule  of  court  thereon.^  An  order,  however,  of  justices  of  assize 
for  restitution  of  premises  delivered  up  to  the  landlord  by  order  of 
magistrates,  under  11  Geo.  II.,  c.  19,  s.  16,  is  an  order,  not  of  the 
court,  but  of  the  individual  judges,  and  therefore  is  not  proved  by  a 
certificate  signed  by  the  clerk  of  assize,  and  stamped  with  the  stamp 
of  his  office ;  and  it  seems  that  such  orders  should  be  signed  by  the 
judges  themselves." 

Next,  as  to  pleadings  in  an  action  at  law.  Where  there 
*are  several  counts  in  the  same  declaration,  or  several  dis- 
tinct pleas,  an  allegation  in  one  count  or  plea  cannot  be  '-  -^ 
insisted  upon  by  the  adversary  as  an  admission  of  a  fact  for  a  pur- 
pose distinct  from  the  proof  of  that  count,  or  of  the  issue  upon  the 
plea ;  for  every  issue  is  to  be  distinctly  tried.  Thus,  upon  a  decla- 
ration in  assumpsit^  by  a  landlord  against  a  tenant  for  breach  of 

» Ibid. 

*  Ibid.,  and  Show.  297 ;  and  perhaps  in  a  criminal  proceeding. 

®  B.  N.  P.  338.  And  therefore  a  copy  of  an  affidavit  made  by  the  defendant 
in  Chancery,  of  his  being  worth  2500^,  was  rejected  by  Lord  Raymond,  when 
offered  for  the  purpose  of  increasing  the  damages ;  and  the  plaintiff  was  obliged 
to  send  for  the  original :  Chambers  v.  Robinson^  B.  N.  P.  338. 

»  Cameron  v.  Lightfoot^  2  BL  R.  1190. 

^  Sdby  V.  Harris^  1  Lord  Raym.  745. 

'  Sim  V.  Halfordy  4  Camp.  17 ;  Bemey  v.  Read,  7  Q.  B.  (53  E.  C.  L.  R.)  79 ; 
per  Wilde,  C.  J.,  Slreeier  v.  BartUti^  7  C.  B.  (62  E.  C.  L.  R.)  564. 

•8  4  9  Vict.  c.  113,  s.  2. 

*  StiU  V.  Hcdford,  4  Camp.  17 ;  Bemey  v.  Read,  7  Q.  B.  (53  E.  C.  L.  R.)  79. 

*  The  Queen  v.  SeweU,  8  Q.  B.  (55  £.  C.  L.-R.)  161. 
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good  husbandry,  where  there  is  one  count  which  professes  to  be 
founded  on  a  special  written  agreement,  and  a  second  upon  an  im- 
plied contract,  the  defendant  cannot  insist  upon  the  first  count  as  evi- 
dence that  a  written  contract  exists,  so  as  to  impose  upon  the  plaintifi* 
the  necessity  of  producing  it ;'  and  besides,  every  different  count 
professes  to  be  founded  upon  a  distinct  ground  of  action.  So  where 
a  declaration  contains  two  counts,  and  the  defendant  pays  money 
into  court  upon  one,  which  the  plaintifi*  accepts,  the  defendant  can- 
not read  that  count  and  the  proceedings  thereon  to  the  jury  to  nega- 
tive an  allegation  in  the  other  count/  So  in  trespass,  a  plea  of 
justification  does  not  supersede  the  necessity  of  proving  the  trespass, 
where  the  general  issue  is  pleaded.'  In  like  manner  where  particu- 
lars of  a  plea  of  set-off  are  given,  the  plaintiff  cannot  give  them 
in  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  a  payment  taken  credit 
for  therein  disproves  a  plea  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations ;  for  the 
particulars  are  merely  an  explanation  of  the  plea.* 

The  statements  also  of  a  party  in  a  declaration  or  plea  cannot,  it 
seems,  be  treated  as  confessions  of  the  truth  of  the  facts  stated  by 
him.^  In  the  absence  of  an  issue  founded  upon  them,  they  are  not 
evidence  in  another  action,  even  between  the  parties ;  but  in  certain 
r*Aei\-i  instances  pleadings  *may  be  evidence  against  a  party  of  facts 
alleged  by  his  adversary.  Thus  the  material  facts  alleged 
by  one  party  in  a  pleading,  which  are  directly  admitted  by  the  op- 
posite party,  or  indirectly  admitted  by  taking  a  traverse  on  some 
other  facts,  are  evidence  between  them,^  and  that  conclusive ;  but 
only  if  the  traverse  is  found  against  the  party  making  it.'     Form- 

'  By  Le  Blanc,  J.,  Lancaster  Sp.  Ass.  MSS.  C. ;  Harrington  y.  Maemarris^  5 
Taunt.  (1  £.  0.  L.  R.)  228;  1  Marsh.  (4  £.  G.  L.  R.)  53;  Vol.  III.,  tit.  Par- 
ticulars. 

y  Gould  T.  Oliver,  2  M.  &  G.  (40  E.  C.  L.  R.)  208. 

■  B.  N.  P.  298.  *  Burkitt  v.  Blanshard,  3  Ex.  89. 

^  Boileau  t.  Rutlin,  2  Ex.  665. 

'  The  qoestion  whether  omitting  to  traverse  a  material  fact  is  an  admission  of 
that  fact  for  all  purposes  regarding  the  issue  arising  from  thai  pleading  in  that 
action,  is  one  of  the  greatest  nicety  ;  thus  it  has  been  held  that  to  a  plea  to  a 
count  on  a  bill,  that  it  was  obtained  by  fraud,  and  the  plaintiff  took  it  without 
consideration,  a  replication  traversing  the  latter  allegation,  and  omitting  any 
notice  of  the  other,  throws  on  the  plaintiff,  by  way  of  admission  in  the  incep- 
tion of  the  bill  in  fraud,  the  necessity  of  proving  consideration  in  the  first  in- 
stance :  Bingham  v.  Stanley,  2  Q.  B.  (42  E.  0.  L.  R.)  117 ;  and  per  Alderson, 
B.,  13  M.  &  W.  144 ;  but  see  contra  per  cur.  Edmunds  v.  Groves,  2  M.  &  W. 
642 ;  Bennion  v.  DavUon,  3  M.  &  W.  179 ;  Smith  v.  Martin,  9  M.  &  W.  304. 

^  3  Ex.  681 ;  Robins  v.  Lord  Maidstone,  4  Q.  B.  (45  E.  G.  L.  R.)  811. 
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erly  such  an  admission  might  arise  from  passing  by  a  material  state- 
ment without  notice,  and  hence  arose  the  practice  of  making 
protestation.  A  protestation  is  defined  to  be  a  saving  to  the 
party  who  takes  it,  from  being  concluded  by  any  matter  alleged 
or  objected  against  him  on  the  other  side,  on  which  he  cannot 
take  issue.^  It  is  ^^an  exclusion  of  a  conclusion**  that  a  party  may. 
by  pleading  incur;  it  is  a  safeguard  to  the  party,  which  keepeth 
him  from  being  concluded  by  the  plea  he  is  to  make,  if  the  issue 
bo  found  for  him/  A  protestation  was  of  no  use  to  the  party  who 
took  it,  unless  either  the  issue  was  found  for  him,*  or  unless  the 
matter  could  not  have  been  pleaded.^  Protestations  are  now  ex- 
cluded by  the  new  rules,  but  a  party  is  to  have  the  same  advantage 
as  if  a  protestation  had  been  made. 

A  demurrer  to  a  count  or  plea  is  only  an  admission  of  the  facts 
which  are  well  pleaded,  therefore  if  it  be  decided  *in  favor  c*4co-| 
of  the  party  demurring,  it  cannot  now  be  used  as  evidence 
against  him,  and  a  demurrer  to  one  special  plea,  on  which  no  judgment 
has  been  given,  cannot  be  treated  as  an  admission  of  the  facts  stated 
in  it  to  prove  another  plea.*  A  demurrer  to  a  plea  in  equity  is  not 
such  an  admission  of  the  facts  charged,  as  to  be  evidence  of  those 
facts  against  the  party  unsuccessfully  demurring,  in  a  subsequent 
action  between  the  same  parties.^ 

III.  Mixed  Documents. 

Documents  which  are  partly  of  a  public  and  partly  of  a  private 
nature,  are  court  rolls,  corporation  books,  and  perhaps  also  within 
the  same  class  may  be  included  the  books  of  some  joint-stock  com- 
panies. These,  with  respect  to  a  particular  class  of  society,  may  be 
considered  as  public  documents,  because  they  proceed  from  an  au- 
thority which  it  recognizes ;  but  with  respect  to  the  rest  of  the  com- 
munity, they  may  be  nothing  more  than  mere  private  documents 
resulting  from  no  acknowledged  authority. 

Court  rolls  and  customaries  of  manors  are  evidence  between  the 
lord  and  the  tenants,  for  they  are  the  public  rolls  by  which  the  in- 

•  Plowd.  276,  b  ;  Grayshrook  v.  Fox,  Finch  359,  361 ;  2  Wma.  Saund.  103,  a. 
'  Co.  Litt  124. 

«  Bro.  Prot.  14 ;  Co.  Litt.  124 ;  Plowd.  276,  b. 
■»  2  Wms.  Saund.  103,  a. 

*  Ingram  v.  Lawson^  9  Car.  t  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  326  5  but  see  Gregory  v. 
Duke  of  Brunswick,  1  Car.  &  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  24. 

^  Tmnpkins  v.  Aahby,  Moo.  k  Mai.  (22  £.  C.  L.  R.)  32. 
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heritance  of  every  tenant  is  preserved ;  and  they  are  the  rolls  of  the 
Manor  court,  which  was  formerly  a  court  of  justice.^  Such  docu- 
r^tro-^  ments  handed  *down  from  remote  times,  and  kept  in  the 
muniments  of  the  manor,  are  not,  as  far  as  regards  the  ten- 
ants of  the  manor,  to  be  regarded  as  res  inter  alios  acta ;  they  are 
documents  to  which  all  are  privy*  Custom  is  of  the  very  essence  of 
a  copyhold  tenure ;  and  as  reputation  is  evidence  to  prove  a  custom," 
80  are  those  documents  which  contain  the  solemn  adjudications  or 
opinions  of  the  homagers  or  tenant  themselves,  as  to  customary 
rights,  or  which  have  been  handed  down  from  one  generation  to 
another,  and  reputed  to  contain  a  true  account  of  the  manorial  cus- 
toms." Hence  entries  upon  the  court  rolls  are  evidence  to  prove  the 
mode  of  descent,  although  no  instances  of  persons  having  taken  ac- 
cording to  that  mode  be  proved  ;^  so  they  are  to  prove  that  procla- 
mations have  been  made.'  A  customary  of  a  manor,  which  has  beea 
handed  down  from  steward  to  steward  with  the  court  rolls,  is  evi- 
dence of  the  mode  of  descent  within  the  manor,  although  not  signed 
by  any  one.* 

'  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  235 ;  4  T.  R.  670 ;  see  tit.  Judgments.  Ancient  present- 
ments are  not  evidence  for  the  lord,  unless  signed  by  a  party  in  privity  of  estate 
with  the  person  against  whom  they  are  produced  :  Benett  y.  Coster^  Burrough, 
J.,  Wilts  Sum.  Ass.  1817.  Presentments  by  the  homage,  restricting  the  lord's 
right,  in  respect  of  parcel  of  his  demesne  land,  to  turn  so  many  cattle  only  on 
the  waste,  not  acted  on,  have  no  weight  against  an  uniform  contrary  usage: 
Anindell  v.  Lord  Falmouth,  2  M.  &  S.  440.  Where  the  plaintiff  claimed  a 
right  in  the  soil  of  land  adjoining  his  farm,  it  being  contended  that  he  had  only 
a  commonable  right,  held  that  an  ancient  instrument  in  the  nature  of  a  pre- 
sentment at  the  manor  court  by  the  freeholders,  finding  that  the  then  owner  of 
the  farm,  and  those  claiming  the  right  of  the  soil,  had  no  separate  right,  but 
only  a  right  thereon,  as  the  other  freeholders,  for  commonable  cattle,  was  in- 
admissible in  evidence,  either  as  a  presentment,  the  homage  having  no  right  to 
decide  upon  a  claim  made  by  an  individual  to  the  freehold,  or  as  an  award, 
the  party  not  appearing  to  have  submitted  himself,  or  as  evidence  of  reputa- 
tion, heinp^  post  litem  motam;  and,  sembUf  reputation  could  not  affect  a  question 
of  private  right:  Richards  v.  Bassett,  10  B.  &  0.  (21  E.  0.  L.  R.)  657. 

■  Vide  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Custom. 

*  See  Lord  Kenyon's  observations.  Roe  v.  Parker,  5  T.  R.  26 ;  2  M.  &  S.  92 ; 
and  Chapman  v.  Cotolan,  13  East  10  *,  Doe  v.  Mason,  3  Wils.  63 ;  Lord  Camar- 
von  V.  Villehois,  13  M.  k  W.  313. 

•  5  T.  R.  26 ;  2  M.  &  S.  92. 

»  Doe  V.  Hellier,  3  T.  R.  162. 

4  Denn  v.  Spray,  1  T.  R.  466  ;  see  tit.  Gopthold.  So  to  support  proof  of  a 
custom  for  a  lord  of  a  manor  to  take  only  one  heriot  on  the  death  of  a  tenant, 
whatever  the  number  of  holdings  he  might  have,  a  paper  purporting  to  be  a 
copy  of  an  old  decree  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  a  suit  between  a  copyholder 
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'^'Coart  rolls,    containing    a   presentment  of  admittance   r^c^c^-i 
upon  surrender  out  of  court,  are  primary  evidence  between 
surrenderor  and  surrenderee   to  prove  the  surrender;   and  conse- 
quently the  original  surrender  need  not  be  produced.' 

The  examined  copy  of  a  court  roll'  is  admissible  in  evidence,  upon 
the  same  principle  as  the  chirograph  of  a  fine  or  enrolment  of  a 
deed.^  So  a  copy  of  a  court  roll  under  the  hand  of  the  steward  is 
good  evidence  to  prove  the  copyholder's  estate."  An  examined  copy 
of  a  particular  entry  in  the  court  rolls  of  a  manor  is  evidence  with- 
out producing  the  original,  even  where  it  may  be  presumed  that  the 
books  themselves  contain  other  entries  connected  with  the  point  in 
issue.*  A  surrender  of  copyhold  lands  *by  deed  o\it  of  court  r#4r  r-. 
is  evidenced  by  the  copy,  although  the  stat.  48  Geo.  III.  -* 

0.  149,  requires  the  deed  and  not  the  copy  to  be  stamped.'  See 
further  on  this  subject.  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Goptholds. 

and  the  lord,  produced  by  a  witness  who  succeeded  his  brother  as  lord  of  the 
manor,  and  who  stated  he  had  found  it  amongst  his  brother's  papers,  was  held 
to  be  admissible  in  evidence  as  against  a  subsequent  lord,  after  evidence  of  an 
ineffectual  search  for  the  original:  Pricey,  Wbodhause,  3  Ex.  616. 

'Doedem.  Garrod  v.  Oll^,  12  A.  A  E.  (40  E.  C.  L.  R.)  481. 

'Doe  d.  Bennington  v.  Hall,  16  East  208;  Esp.  C.  221 ;  Comb.  157;  R.  v. 
J7atne«,  Ibid.  337.  The  originals  are  evidence,  although  unstamped:  16  East 
208 ;  4  B.  &  Ad.  (24  E.  G.  L.  R.)  617 ;  B.  N.  P.  247 ;  so  is  an  examined  copy, 
the  copy  referred  to  by  the  Stamp  Act  being  that  which  is  delivered  by  the 
steward  to  the  tenant:  Doe  v.  Freeman,  12  M.  &  W.  844. 

*  Per  Holroyd,  J.,  in  Appleton  v.  Lord  Braybrookej  6  M.  &  S.  38. 

■  B.  N.  P.  247 ;  16  East  208. 

'  Doe  d.  Churchwardens  of  Croydon  v.  Cook,  5  Esp.  C.  221 ;  and  see  Style  450  j 
J?.  V.  Shelley,  3  T.  R.  141 ;  R.  v.  AUgood,  7  T.  R.  746 ;  R,  v.  Lucas,  10  East  235 ; 
BcUeman  v.  Phillips,  4  Taunt.  162.  Court  rolls,  containing  licenses  to  fish, 
granted  in  the  17th  century  at  certain  rents,  are  admissible  to  prove  a  prescrip- 
tive right  to  a  certain  fishery,  claimed  as  appurtenant  to  a  manor,  without 
ehowing  the  actual  payment  of  those  rents,  where  it  appears  that  during  the 
last  century  leases  have  been  granted  of  the  fishery,  and  that  for  the  last  forty 
years  the  rents  under  the  leases  have  been  regularly  paid,  or  that  other  act«  of 
ownership  have  been  acquiesced  in :  Rogers  and  others  v.  Allen,  1  Camp.  C.  109. 
As  to  the  right  of  inspecting  Court  rolls,  see  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Inspection.  The 
right  to  inspect  does  not  depend  on  the  pendency  of  a  suit :  R»  v.  Lucas,  10  East 
235 ;  but  see  R,  v.  Allgood,  7  T.  R.  746,  contra.  An  inspection  will  be  granted 
on  a  pri^id  fade  title ;  10  East  235,  as  to  ascertain  a  right  (to  cut  timber  e,  g,) 
which  the  lord  disputes :  R.  v.  Tower,  4  M.  &  S.  162.  Where  a  lord  of  a  manor 
Is  indicted  for  a  nuisance  in  not  repairing  the  bank  of  a  river,  the  Court  will 
not  compel  him  to  allow  the  prosecutor,  even  though  he  is  a  tenant  of  the 
manor,  to  inspect  the  court  rolls  for  the  purpose  of  obtuning  evidence  in  support 
of  the  prosecution :  R,  v.  Earl  of  Cadogan,  4  B.  &  Aid.  (7  E.  C.  L.  R.)  902. 

'  Doe  Y,  Mee,  2  B.  &  Ad.  (24  E.  C.  L.  R.)  617 ;  and  see  Dot  v.  Freeman,  supra, 
note  («). 
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The  books  of  a  corporation,"  containing  a  register  of  their  public 
acts,  are  evidence  as  between  the  members  of  the  body,  or  against 
the  body,  for  they  contain  the  rales  and  regulations  to  which  they 
are  all  subject,  and  to  which  all  are  privy/  But  they  are  not  evi- 
dence for  the  corporation  against  a  stranger.**  ^ 

In  the  case  of  Marriage  v.  Lawrence^^  where  in  an  action  for  tres- 
pass the  issue  was  upon  the  right  of  the  corporation  of  Maiden  to 
take  certain  tolls,  it  was  held  that  an  entry  from  the  books  of  the 
corporation,  dated  18  Hen.  VIII.,  purporting  to  contain  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  corporation  against  the  masters  of  two  ships,  who  had  re- 
fused  *to  pay  tolls,  the  seizure  of  the  ships,  and  the  submis- 
^  -<  sion  of  the*  masters  to  the  payment  of  a  fine,  and  to  have 
been  signed  by  the  corporation  clerk,  was  inadmissible,  because  the 
entry  was  not  of  a  public  nature.  But  it  was  said  that,  if  the  sub- 
ject of  the  entry  had  been  of  a  public  nature,  the  case  would  have 
been  different. 

'  For  further  details  of  the  evidence  respecting  corporations  and  companies, 
see  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Corporations. 

■  See  the  case  of  Thetford,  12  Yin.  Abr.  90,  pi.  16 ;  and  R.  v.  Mothersdlf 
Str.  93. 

^  Mayor  of  London  v.  Lynn,  1  H.  Bl.  214,  n. ;  T?ie  Mayor  of  Kingston^upon-HuU 
Y.  Homer,  Cowp.  102.  Entries  in  corporation  books  in  order  to  show  that  the 
curate  had  been  appointed  by  the  corporation  were  held  inadmissible  as  evidence 
to  establish  their  right  against  the  vicar:  Attorney- General  v.  Warwick  Corp,, 
4  Russ.  222. 

**  3  B.  &  Aid.  142 ;  see  The  Mayor  of  KingHon-uporirHuU  v.  Homer,  Cowp. 
103,  where,  in  an  action  by  the  corporation  for  tolls,  entries  from  the  corpora- 
tion books  of  the  particulars  of  the  tolls  receivable  to  the  use  of  the  mayor,  Ac, 
were  read.  Copies  of  an  ancient  schedule  produced  from  the  muniments  of  the 
corporation,  delivered  to  the  toll  collectors,  and  by  which  they  collected,  were 
held  admissible  for  the  corporation,  although  it  would  have  been  otherwise  if 
not  shown  to  have  been  so  delivered  from  the  corporation,  however  accurately 
corresponding:  Brett  v.  Beales,  Moo.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  417. 

'  The  books  of  a  corporation,  when  proved  to  be  such,  are  evidence  of  its  acts 
and  proceedings :  Owings  v.  Speed,  5  Wheat  420 ;  Highland  Turnpike  Co,  v. 
McKean,  10  Johns.  154.  They  are  evidence  in  dispute  between  its  members, 
but  not  against  strangers:  Commontoecdth  v.  Wodper  et  ah,  3  S.  &  R.  29. 
i^tries  made  by  a  clerk,  in  the  books  of  trustees  who  are  a  corporation,  are  not 
evidence  in  a  cause  in  which  they  are  interested :  Jackson  v.  Walch,'  3  Johns. 
226 ;  see  Farmers'  and  Mechanics^  Bank  v.  Boraeff,  1  Rawle  152.  M. 

See  Fortin  v.  U.  S,  Wind  Engine  Co.,  48  III.  451 ;  Schell  v.  Second  Bk.,  14 
Minn.  43 ;  State  v.  Thomas,  64  N.  C.  74 ;  Mudgett  v.  HorreU,  33  Cal.  25 ;  Glover 
V.  Hunter,  28  Ind.  185 ;  Chase  v.  Sycamore  R.  R.  Co,,  38  III.  215 ;  Graff  r.  FitU- 
burgh  and  Steuhenville  R,  R.  Co,,  7  Cas.  489 ;  Hayncs  v.  Brown,  36  N.  H.  545 ; 
Woonsocket  B,  R,  Co,  v.  Sherman,  8  R.  I.  577. 
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A  customarj,  found  in  a  book  amongst  the  records  of  a  corpora- 
tion, was  held  to  be  evidence  against  the  corporation.  Bat  in  general, 
unless  papers  relate  to  the  proceedings  of  the  corporation  as  a  cor- 
porate body,  they  are  not  evidence ;  and,  therefore,  a  letter  found 
in  a  corporation  chest,  in  which  A.  B.  was  described  to  be  of 
another  place,  was  held  to  be  inadmissible  on  a  question  whether 
A.  B.y  at  the  time  he  did  a  corporate  act,  was  an  out-burgess  or 
not.* 

Upon  the  same  principle,  the  books  of  public  companies,^  or  copies 
of  them,  are  evidence  between  those  who  are  interested  in  them,  as 
against  each  other,  or  against  the  company ;  as  the  books  of  the 
East  India  Company,  in  a  cause  between  the  parties  having  stock 
there.'  So  the  bank  books,'  or  copies,^  from  them  are  evidence  to 
prove  a  transfer  of  stock  in  the  public  funds.^ 

To  establish  the  book  of  a  corporation  in  evidence,  it  should  be 
shown  to  have  been  publicly  kept  as  such,  and  that  the  entries  were 
made  by  the  proper  ofiScer.  But  *an  entry  made  by  one  r«4r7-| 
who  acts  for  the  officer  pro  tempore^  as  during  illness  of  the 
town  clerk,  is  evidence,  if  the  fact  be  proved.^  On  this  ground,  upon 
a  quo  warranto^  it  was  held  that  minutes  of  the  proceedings  of  a  cor- 
poration, taken  several  years  before  by  the  prosecutor's  clerk,  and 
not  kept  as  a  public  book,  had  been  properly  rejected  at  the  trial.^^ 

*  R,  V.  Qw/n,  Str.  401. 

*  Geary  v.  Hoskina,  7  Mod.  129 ;  see  2  Str.  1005 ;  1  Wils.  240 ;  1  Bl.  R.  40 ;  1 
T.  R.  689 ;  Doug.  593 ;  3  Salk.  154. 

'  Breton  v.  Cope^  Peake's  C.  30. 

«  Mortimer  v.  MacCallan^  6  M.  &  W.  68. 

^  E.  Y.  Motherselly  Str.  92 ;  12  Yin.  Abr.  90,  pi.  16.  The  usual  mode  of  pro- 
curing an  inspection  of  corporation  books  is  by  rule,  where  an  action  is  pending ; 
by  mandamvLs  in  other  cases.  A  rule  can  only  be  granted  where  a  cause  is 
pending,  and  only  then  for  a  limited  inspection.  For  an  unlimited  inspection, 
tho  course  is  by  mandamus :  R,  v.  BaJbh^  3  T.  R.  579 ;  Lynn  Corporation  ▼. 
Denton^  1  T.  R.  689 ;  Barnstaple  Corporation  v.  Lathey^  3  T.  R.  303 ;  see,  further 
on  the  subject,  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Inspection. 

*  See  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110,  for  the  regulations  affecting  private  joint-stock  compa- 
nies and  their  books,  and  '*  The  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845"  (8 
&  9  Vict.  c.  16),  for  the  regulations  affecting  companies  for  the  execution  of 
works  of  a  public  nature,  for  which  Acts  of  Parliament  are  obtained. 

»  R,  V.  Mothersdl,  Str.  92 ;  12  Vin.  Abr.  90,  pi.  16. 

*  Str.  92 ;  12  Vin.  Abr.  90,  pi.  16. 

'  Before  corporation  books  can  be  admitted  in  evidence,  it  must  be  shown 
that  they  are  kept  by  the  proper  officer  or  some  other  person  authorized  to  make 
entries  in  his  necessary  absence :  It  is  not  sufficient  to  prove  the  books  to  be  in 
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The  seal  of  a  public  corporate  body  need  not  be  proved,  as  the  seal 
of  an  individual,  by  means  of  a  witness  who  saw  the  seal  affixed,  &;c., 
to  the  instrument ;  it  is  sufficient  to  show  that  the  seal  is  the  official 
seal  of  the  corporate  body."^  As  public  seals  are  of  a  permanent 
nature,  it  seems  that  they  are  not  within  the  principle  of  the  rule 
which  dispenses  with  the  proof  of  private  seals  affixed  to  documents 
thirty  years  old.^  The  documents  must  be  proved  to  have  come  from 
the  proper  place  of  deposit.  But  in  an  action  for  a  false  return  to  a 
mandamuSy''  it  was  held  that  a  corporator  was  capable,  as  a  depository 
of  the  muniments,  of  being  brought  forward  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
ducing  them,  subject  to  cross-examination  by  the  *adversary, 
^  -^  as  to  the  custody  of  the  document.^  And  if  the  party  ob- 
jecting wished  to  inquire  as  to  the  custody,  the  corporator  might  be 
examined  on  the  subject.^ 

■  Moises  V.  Thornton^  8  T.  R.  307 ;  Chadwick  v.  Bunting^  Ry.  &  M.  (21  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  306.  It  has  been  held  that  the  seal  of  the  city  of  London  proves  itself, 
by  Lord  Kenyon :  Woodmass  v.  Mason,  1  Esp.  C.  63.  The  prodaction  of  a  sealed 
instrument  purporting  to  be  a  diploma  of  a  degree  conferred  by  the  University 
of  St.  Andrew's,  and  proof  that  a  person  calling  himself  the  university  libra- 
rian, bad  shown  in  a  room  which  he  called  the  University  Library  a  seal  cor- 
responding with  instrument  produced,  was  held  to  be  sufficient  evidence :  Col- 
lins V.  Carnegie,  1  Ad.  &  E.  (28  E.  C.  L.  R.)  695. 

»  B.  V.  Bathwick,  2  B.  &  Ad.  (22  E.  0.  L.  R.)  648.  Where  it  waa  also  held 
that  the  seal  of  a  bishop  to  an  ordination  was  not  to  be  regarded  as  his  corporate 
seal.  But  it  is  to  be  observed  that  a  corporation  may  from  time  to  time  alter 
its  seal. 

•  B,  V.  Netherihong,  2  M.  &  S.  337. 

^  As  to  the  means  of  procuring  an  inspection  of  such  documents,  see  tit.  In- 
spection. 

4  Per  Lord  EUenborough,  B,  v.  Netherthong,  2  M.  &  S.  337,  citing  a  case  in 


the  handwriting  of  a  person  stated  in  the  book  itself  to  be  the  Secretary,  if  he 
is  not  otherwise  shown  to  be  the  proper  officer:  Highland  Turnpike  Co,  ▼. 
McKean,  10  Johns.  154.  -  A  copy  of  an  entry  in  a  corporation  book  is  not  au- 
thenticated by  the  seal  of  the  corporation  *,  an  examined  copy  must  be  produced : 
Stoever  v.  Lessee  of  Whitman,  6  Binn.  416.  The  original  corporation  book  b 
good  evidence  in  a  suit  by  the  corporation  against  one  of  its  members,  although 
it  is  not  under  tke  corporate  seal :  Fleming  et  al.  v.  Wallace,  2  Yeates  120.  The 
seal  of  a  private  corporation  does  not  authenticate  itself;  it  must  be  proved  by 
testimony :  Dea  v.  Vreelandt,  2  Halst  352 ;  Leasiire  v.  HiOegas,  7  S.  &  R«  313 ; 
Foster  v.  Shaw,  Ibid.  156 ;  Jackson  v.  Pratt,  10  Johns.  381.  A  secretary  of  an 
incorporated  banking  company,  is  not,  in  Massachusetts,  a  certifying  officer ;  a 
copy,  therefore,  of  the  votes  and  proceedings  of  such  corporation,  certified  by 
him,  is  not  evidence,  unless  it  is  sworn  to.  But  semble  that  an  extra-judicial 
affidavit  is  sufficient  to  authenticate  such  copy :  HaUoufeU  &  Augusta  Bank  v. 
Hamlin  et  al.,  14  Mass.  178 ;  see  Bust  v.  Boston  Miil  Corporation,  6  Pick.  158. 
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• 

By  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  6  &  6  Will.  IV.,  c.  76,  every 
person  is  entitled,  without  fee,  to  inspect  the  freemen's  roll  at  all 
reasonable  times,  and  the  list  of  persons  claiming  to  be  inserted  on 
the  burgess  list,  or  objected  to,  at  all  .reasonable  hours,  Sunday  ex- 
cepted, during  the  eight  days  next  before  the  1st  of  October ;  and  the 
town  clerk  is  moreover  bound,  at  a  certain  price,  to  furnish  copies  of 
these  documents.'  The  public  accounts  of  the  borough  are  open  to 
the  inspection  of  the  aldermen  and  councillors  before  audit ;  and  after 
they  have  been  audited  and  made  up  every  year,  every  ratepayer  is 
at  liberty  to  inspect  the  abstract  of  their  contents,  which  the  town 
clerk  must  make;'  and  every  burgess  is  entitled  at  all  reasonable  times 
to  inspect  and  take  copies  of  the  book  in  which  minutes  of  the  town 
council  are  entered,  and  any  order  in  council  for  payment  of  any 
money.* 

IV. — Private  Documents. 

• 

Private  writings  and  entries  may,  with  a  view  to  their  operation  in 
evidence,  be  distinguished  into  those:  First,  To  which  the  person 
against  whom  they  were  offered  was  party  or  privy.  Secondly^  En- 
tries made  by  third  persons.  And  they  may  be  considered,  first,  with 
respect  to  their  nature,  admissibility  and  effect  in  evidence;  and, 
secondly,  with  respect  to  the  means  of  proof.  Documents  offered  in 
evidence  against  one  who  was  a  party  or  privy  to  them,  are  either 
under  seal  or  not  under  seal.  All  documents  *to  which  a  per- 
son was  party*  or  privy  are  in  general  admissible  in  evidence  ^  -■ 
against  him,  since  they  operate  as  acknowledgments  or  admissions 
on  his  part,  or  that  of  another  through  whom  he  claims,  that  the 
facts  contained  in  them  are  true,  particularly  if  the  admission  was 
against  the  interest  of  the  party  so  making  it.*  Thus,  upon  a  ques- 
tion touching  the  right  of  presentation  by  the  bishop,  a  case  stated 
by  a  former  bishop  for  counseFs  opinion,  and  found  among  the 
family  muniments  of  the  latter's  descendants,  is  admissible  in  evi- 

which  Lord  Ken  jon  had  bo  acted  in  an  action  for  a  false  return  of  a  jnan" 
damus. 
'  Sect  5  &  17  ;  a  penalty  of  50Z.  is  imposed  for  refasal,  by  s.  48. 

*  Sect.  93 ;  and  1  Vict.  c.  78. 

*  Sect.  69  ;  and  1  Vict.  o.  78. 

■  Lord  Barrymore,  Administrator  v.  Tcu/lorf  1  Esp.  C.  326,  Kenjon,  C.  J.,  1795; 
and  see  Smith  v.  Young^  1  Camp.  439 ;  Eandle  v.  Blackburn^  5  Taunt.  (1  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  245. 

*  BUhop  of  Meath  v.  MarguU  of  Winchester,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  (32  £.  C.  L.  R.) 
193 ;  see  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Admissions. 
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• 

dence  against  the  former.  All  written  contracts  are  made  for  the 
express  purpose  of  being  afterwards  used  as  evidence  of  the  contract, 
the  only  difference  between  sealed  and  parol  contracts  in  this  respect 
being  this — that  the  former  are  more  solemnly  authenticated,  and 
not  so  easily  revoked.  So  essential  is  it  that  the  rights  of  men 
should  be  evidenced  by  documents  of  this  nature,  that  the  law  itself 
requires,  in  many  instances,  the  evidence  of  a  deed  to  notify  and 
establish  the  particular  facts,  and  in  many  others  renders  a  contract, 
or  memorandum  in  writing,  essential  for  the  same  purpose.  Thus 
incorporeal  rights,  as  to  fairs,  markets,  and  advowsons,  cannot  be 
transferred  except  by  grant,^  and  the  provisions  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  in  many  instances  render  a  note  or  memorandum  in  writing 
necessary  to  the  proof  the  contract.* 

In  general,  an  admission  under  seal  is  conclusive  upon  the  obligor, 
and  estops  him  from  asserting  or  proving  the  contrary.  Thus,  if 
a  condition  in  a  bond  recite  that  a  particular  suit  is  depending  in 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  the  obligor  is  estopped  from  saying  that 
-^  there  is  no  such  suit  *there.*     So  if  the  condition  of  a  bond 

^  -^  be  to  perform  the  covenants  in  a  particular  indenture,  he  is 
estopped  from  saying  that  there  is  no  such  indenture.^  So  a  grantor 
is  estopped  by  his  deed  from  saying  that  he  had  no  interest  in  the 
thing  granted.*    But  although  where  a  distinct  statement  of  a  par- 

y  See  Gilb.  Law  of  Ey.  88 ;  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Prescription.    And  now  leases  for 
more  than  three  years,  and  certain  other  instraments,  see  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106. 
■  29  Car.  II.  c.  3. 

*  Cro.  Eliz.  750 ;  Com.  Dig.,  Estoppel,  A.  2 ;  5  Ex.  557. 

^  1  Rol.  872, 1.  30  ;  Com.  Dig.,  Estoppel,  A.  2.  For  other  instances,  see  tit 
Admissions. 

*  2  T.  R.  171.  But  the  principle  does  not  apply  where  the  grantor  is  a  trustee 
for  the  public,  and  grants  that  which  he  was  not  authorized  by  the  Act  from 
which  he  derives  his  authority :  Ibid.  But  this  is  confined  strictly  to  the  case 
in  which  he  has  violated  an  Act  of  Parliament,  which  mast  be  presumed  to  have 
been  known  to  the  other  party.  Thus  public  trustees  may  be  estopped  by  a  re- 
cital from  alleging  against  their  mortgagee  of  tolls  that  they  had  granted  a  prior 
mortgage  of  them :  Doe  v.  Home,  3  Q.  B.  (43  E.  C.  L.  R.)  757  ;  R,  v.  White,  4 
Q.  B.  (45  E.  C.  L.  R.)  111.  If,  however,  it  appear  from  any  part  of  the  recital 
or  deed  that  the  grantor  has  no  estate,  or  only  a  limited  or  equitable  one,  he  will 
not  be  estopped :  Pargeter  v.  Harris,  7  Q.  B.  (53  E.  C.  L.  R.)  708.  In  order  also 
to  raise  an  estoppel  a  recital  should  not  be  argumentative,  but  direct  and  precise 
on  the  point ;  thus  where  an  agreement  for  a  lease  of  a  farm  recited  that  the  de- 
fendant had,  as  he  was  advised,  legally  put  an  end  to  a  former  lease  granted  to 
S.  H,,tk  bankrupt,  by  entering,  under  a  power  so  to  do,  on  the  tenant's  bank- 
ruptcy ;  and  it  was  agreed  that  the  defendant  should  grant  a  lease  to  the  plain- 
tiff of  the  farm  at  a  yearly  rent,  the  lease  to  commence  on  a  day  mentioned,  if 
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ticular  fact  is  made  in  the  recital  in  a  bond  or  other  instrument 
under  seal,  and  a  contract  is  made  with  reference  thereto,  it  is  not 
competent  to  the  parties  bound  by  that  deed  to  deny  the  recital  in 
an  action  upon  it  between  them ;  and  although  the  same  rule  may 
apply  where  the  instrument  is  not  under  seal,  yet  in  an  action  not 
founded  on  the  instrument,  but  wholly  collateral  to  it,  the  parties 
are  not  so  bound,  even  in  an  action  *between  themselves,  r.^.^--. 
but  may  show  the  circumstances  under  which  the  admission  ^  -^ 
was  made,  in  order  to  prove  that  it  is  not  entitled  to  weight.*^  A 
deed-poll  does  not  estop  a  lessee  or  grantee,  for  it  is  the  deed  of  the 
lessor  or  grantor  only.* 

In  general,  however,  in  order  to  conclude  the  party  by  his  deed 
by  way  of  estoppel,  it  should  be  pleaded,  for  if  his  adversary  does 
not  rely  upon  the  estoppel,  the  court  and  jury  are  not  bound  by  it; 
but  the  jury  may  find  the  matter  at  large  according  to  the  facts,  and 
the  court  will  give  judgment  accordingly.  He  asks  them  their 
opinion,  and  they  are  bound  to  give  it.  Where,  however,  the  title 
of  the  party  is  by  estoppel,  and  he  has  no  opportunity  of  pleading 
it,  the  jury  cannot  find  against  the  estoppel.  Thus  in  debt  for  rent 
on  an  indenture  of  lease,  if  the  defendant  plead  nil  debet,  he  cannot 
give  in  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  had  nothing  in  the  tenements, 
because  if  he  had  pleaded  that  specially,  the  plaintiff  might  have 
replied  the  indenture,  and  estopped  him ;  but  if  the  defendant  plead 
nihil  habuitj  &c.,  and  the  plaintiff,  instead  of  relying  on  the  estoppel, 
reply  habuit,  &c.,  he  waives  the  estoppel,  and  leaves  the  matter  at 
large  ;  he  puts  the  fact  in  issue ;  and  the  jury  are  to  find  the  truth, 
notwithstanding  the  indenture.' 

But  when  an  estoppel  creates  an  interest  in  lands,  the  court  will 

the  defendant  could  then  legally  execute  the  same,  or  as  soon  as  he  legally  could ; 
the  rent  to  commence  with  the  term,  or  on  possession  being  given,  whichever 
should  first  happen ;  it  was  held,  that  although  the  recital  might  be  primd  facie 
evidence  against  the  defendant,  that  he  had  power  to  grant  the  lease,  that  evi- 
dence was  answered  by  proof  that  the  bankruptcy  of  S.  H,  had  been  superseded : 
Wright  V.  ColU^  19  L.  J.,  C.  P.  60. 

*  Carpenter  v.  Bullery  8  M.  &  W.  209 ;  Wiles  v.  Woodward,  5  Ex.  657. 

*  Co.  Litt.  363,  b.  A  lessee  by  indenture,  in  an  action  of  covenant  for  plough- 
ing up  Laines  Meadows,  without  paying  at  a  certain  sum  per  acre,  was  held  not 
to  be  estopped  from  averring  that  Laines  Meadows  were  not  meadow  ground, 
although  they  were  described  as  meadows  in  the  lease  :  Skiptoith  v.  Green,  Str. 
610. 

'  P.  C.  Salkeld  277 ;  Com.  Dig.,  Estoppel,  C.  j  Ibid.,  Pleader,  S.  5 ;  B.  N.  P. 
298.  See  the  notes  to  Trevivan  v.  Lawrence,  Salk.  276 ;  2  Smithes  Lead.  Caa. 
436. 
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adjudge  accordingly  upon  the  facts  found  by  the  jury.  As  if  /I.  lease 
land,  in  which  he  has  no  interest,  to  B.  for  six  years,  and  then  pur- 
r*4fi21  ^^*®®  *  lease  of  the  same  *land8  for  twenty-one  years,  and 
afterwards  lease  to  C.  for  ten  years,  and  these  facts  are 
found  by  verdict,  the  court  will  adjudge  the  lease  in  B,  to  be  good, 
though  it  was  so  only  by  the  conclusion.' 

So  in  other  cases,  where  the  party  who  might  have  relied  upon  the 
estoppel,  in  pleading,  waives  it,  and  gives  the  deed  in  evidence,  al- 
though the  jury  are  not  bound  by  the  estoppel  from  finding  accord- 
ing to  the  truth  of  the  fact,  yet  it  seems  they  would  not  be  warranted 
in  finding  a  verdict  contrary  to  the  solemn  admission  of  the  party, 
without  the  strongest  evidence  of  fraud.  As,  for  instance,  before  the 
rules  of  Hilary  Term  1834,  in  an  action  of  assumpsitj  where  the 
defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  gave  in  evidence  a  release 
which  he  might  have  relied  upon  as  an  estoppel ;  although  he  waived 
the  estoppel,  still  the  release  was  considered  to  be  conclusive  evi- 
dence for  the  defendant,  in  the  absence  of  fraud.  There  are  also 
numerous  instances  in  which  a  party,  by  his  admission  and  represen- 
tations, is  concluded  from  showing  the  contrary  in  evidence,  although 
the  fact  could  not  have  been  pleaded  by  way  of  estoppel.**  For  in- 
stance, where  a  man  has  represented  a  woman  to  be  his  wife,  in  an 
action  for  necessaries  supplied  to  her,  he  would  in  general  be  con- 
cluded by  that  representation,  which  would  operate  as  a  kind  of 
estoppel  in  pais. 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  all  privies,  whether  in  blood  as  the  heir,^ 
r*4.fim  ^^  ©state  as  the  vendee,'  or  in  law  as  the  *lord  by  escheat,* 
*-  or  one  who  claims  under  another  act  of  law,  or  in  the  post,"* 

tenant  in  dower,  or  by  courtesy,'  are  bound  by  an  estoppel. 

The  effect  of  deeds  and  written  contracts,  not  under  seal,  will  be 
hereafter  more  fully  considered  under  the  several  heads  to  which  they 
belong,  as  bonds,  covenants,  agreements,  bills  of  exchange,  policies 

'  Com.  Dig.,  Estoppel,  E.  10 ;  see  also  Pollex.  68.  So  if  the  plaintiff  in  ejeot- 
ment  make  title  by  a  judgment,  in  a  scire  faeicu,  on  a  judgment  in  Trinity 
Term,  where  the  judgment  was  in  fact  of  Michaelmas  Term,  the  jury  cannot  find 
that  the  original  judgment  was  of  Michaeltnas  Term ;  Trevivan  v.  iMwrenee^  Salk. 
276.  So  if  a  woman  sue  or  be  sued  as  sole,  and  judgment  be  against  her  as  such, 
though  she  was  covert,  the  sheriff  shall  take  advantage  of  the  estoppel :  1  Rol. 
869, 1.  50;  1  Salk.  310;  Com.  Dig.,  Estoppel,  B.  D. 

^  Freeman  v.  Cook,  2  Ex.  654;  13  M.  &  W.  820.    See  Vol.  IL,  tit.  Admission. 

>  Go.  Litt.  352,  a. ;  Pol.  61,  66 ;  Com.  Dig..  Estoppel,  B. ;  3  T.  R.  365. 

'  1  Salk.  276.  >  Go.  Litt.  352,  a. 

■  Co.  Litt.  352,  b.  ■  Pol.  61 ;  Co.  Litt.  352. 
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of  insurance,  &c.  It  may  be  observed  here,  that  since  in  all  these 
cases  these  documents  have  been  framed  by  the  parties  them- 
selves as  the  authentic  evidence  of  the  facts  which  they  contain,  and 
of  their  own  intentions,  no  other  evidence  can  in  general  be  admitted 
to  alter  the  obvious  sense  and  meaning  of  the  terms  which  they  have 
used;  to  admit  this  would  be  to  deprive  them  of  all  effect  as  5)erma- 
nent  memorials  for  the  purposes  of  evidence,  for  they  could  no  longer 
be  so  considered  if  their  meaning  could  be  altered  and  subverted  by 
extrinsic  and  collateral  evidence.  Since  this  is  a  fundamental  rule, 
applicable  to  written  evidence  in  general,  its  nature  and  application 
will  be  more  fully  discussed  hereafter.^ 

Secondly.  Declarations  and  entries  made  by  third  persons  (for  both 
stand  upon  the  same  footing)  are  not  in  ordinary  cases  admissible  ; 
they  usually  fall  within  the  description  of  res  inter  alios  dcta^ 

Whether  the  declaration  by  a  third  person  be  oral  or  written,  the 
general  objection  applies,  that  it  was  not  made  under  the  sanction  of 
an  oath,  and  that  the  party  against  whom  it  is  offered  had  no  opportu- 
nity to  cross-examine.  Such  a  declaration  or  entry  is  therefore,  on 
principles  already  adverted  to,  inadmissible,  unless  its  admissibility 
be  warranted  by  some  special  rule  of  law  applicable  to  the  particular 
circumstances."^ 

®  See  tit.  Parol  Evidence. 

P  See  above,  tit.  Res  inter  alios,  &c.  As  to  those  which  operate  by  way  of 
admission,  see  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Admission. 

^  In  trover  for  taking  goods  by  defendant  under  color  of  distress,  the  question 
being  whether  the  defendant  or  /.  B»  was  the  plaintiff^s  landlord,  the'latter  having 
been  shown  by  the  plaintiff  to  have  been  the  party  to  whom  he  and  his  father 
had  alwnys  paid  the  rent ;  held,  that  the  defendant,  in  order  to  show  that  he 
received  it  merely  as  agent,  could  not  give  in  evidence  accounts  rendered  by 
that  party  in  which  he  described  himself  as  agent,  as  the  party  being  alive 
might  have  been  called,  and  that  they  were  therefore  properly  rejected :  Spargo 
V.  Broum,  9  B.  &  0.  (17  £.0.  L.  R.)  935.  In  assumpsit  for  two-fifths  of  a  loss 
recovered  by  the  defendants  as  agents  for  5.,  an  invoice  sent  by  £^.  to  the  de- 
fendants, to  enable  them  to  recover  from  the  underwriters,  was  held  to  be  evi- 
dence of  the  plaintiff's  interest:  Hfendham  and  another  v.  Thompson  and  another^ 
1  Stark.  316,  Ellenborough,  C.  J.,  1816.  But  an  invoice  made  out  by  S.,  and 
not  shown  to  have  been  so  sent,  was  rejected  as  merely  S,^8  declaration.  In  an 
action  against  underwriters,  the  bill  of  lading,  signed  by  the  captain,  is  not 
evidence  of  the  shipment  of  the  goods :  Dickson  v.  Lodge^  I  Stark.  C.  (2  £.  G. 
L.  R.)  226.  A  banker's  ledger  is  inadmissible  to  show  that  a  customer  had  no 
funds  in  the  banker's  hands:  Furness  v.  Cope,  5  Bing.  (15  £.  C.  L.  R.)  114. 
Semble,  more  properly  to  show  that  no  entry  was  made  in  that  ledger.  Note, 
that  one  of  the  clerks  stated  that  it  was  the  book  to  which  all  the  clerks  referred 
to  see  whether  they  should  pay  the  checks  presented  to  the  house ;  and  Beat,  C. 
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r*4fi41  *The  entry  or  declaration  of  a  mere  third  person  may  be 
admissible  as  evidence,  first  where  it  accompanies  and  is  ex- 
planatory  of  the  nature  and  quality  of  a  material  fact,  or  secondly, 
where  it  is  admitted  on  a  principle  of  necessity,  warranted  by  par- 
ticular circumstances,  which  afford  a  reasonable  assurance  that  the 
party,  whose  testimony  is  no  longer  attainable  knew  the  fact,  and 
communicated  it  faithfully. 

The  considerations  which  warrant  the  reception  of  this  latter  class 
of  evidence  are  principally  these : — 

r*4fi'^l  *That  the  declaration  or  entry  was  against'  the  pecuniary 
or  proprietary*  interest  of  the  party  to  make  it;  or  that  the 
entry  was  made  at  the  time,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  his  business, 
by  a  person  whose  duty  it  was  to  make  it  ;^  and  that  recourse  cannot 
be  had  to  his  testimony  in  consequence  of  his  death. 

Considerable  doubt  seems  to  have  existed  at  one  time  whether  an 
entry  so  made  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business  was  admissible  un- 
less^ it  appeared  also  to  be  against  the  interest  of  the  party  making 
it ;  but  it  seems  now  to  be  clear  that  the  circumstance  of  its  being 
made  in  such  course,  if  the  party  who  made  it  be  dead,  is  sufiScient 
to  warrant  the  admission  of  the  evidence. 

Indeed  it  may  be  observed,  that  the  consideration  that  the  entry 
was  made  in  the  course  of  discharging  a  professional  or  oflScial  duty, 
in  which  the  party  was  engaged,  seems  to  afford  a  much  safer  warrant 
for  giving  credit  to  such  evidence  than  is  supplied  by  the  considera- 
tion that  the  entry  or  declaration  might  possibly  have  been  used  to 
the  prejudice  of  the  party. 

J.,  held  that  it  was  admissible  in  order  to  obviate  the  necessity  for  calling  a 
multitude  of  clerks,  and  that  it  was  evidence  merely  to  negative  the  fact  of  the 
trader  having  money  in  the  house. 

In  an  action  on  a  warranty  of  a  horse  sold  by  an  agent,  it  was  proposed  to 
ask  a  witness  whether  the  agent  did  not  say  on  the  day  of  the  sale  that  he 
would  warrant  the  horse,  but  the  evidence  was  rejected  as  a  mere  conversation 
with  a  stranger ;  but  it  might  have  been  otherwise  if  in  offering  the  horse  for  sale 
he  had  offered  the  warranty :  Allen  v.  Densione,  8  G.  &  P.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  760. 

'  See  the  cases  on  this  subject  fully  stated  and  discussed  in  the  notes  to  Higham 
V.  Ridgway,  2  Smith's  Lead.  Gases,  183,  and  the  reasons  for  the  reception  of  such 
evidence  considered,  antCj  pp.  64,  65.  As  to  declarations  in  cas^  of  marriage 
and  pedigree,  see  those  heads,  also  tit.  Refutation. 

•  Sussex  Peerage  ease,  1 1  Gl.  &  F.  85. 

*  See  the  cases  on  this  subject  discussed  in  the  notes  to  Pricev.  Lard  Tarring- 
ion,  1  Smith's  Lead.  Gas.  139. 

^  See  the  observations  of  the  Judges  in  Doe  v.  Turford,  3  B.  &  Ad.  (23  £.  G. 
L.  R.)  890 ;  Doe  v.  Robson,  15  East  32 ;  Highman  v.  Bidgway,  10  East  109  iper 
Lord  Eldon,  Barker  v.  Bay^  2  Russ.  67. 
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It  is  observable,  that  the  great  object  of  the  rule  is,  to  guard  not 
against  frauds  but  negligence  and  carelessness :  the  slightest  sus- 
picion of  fraud  would  be  sufficient  at  once  to  exclude  such  evidence 
and  the  imposing  of  the  limitation,  that  the  entry,  to  be  admissible, 
should  be  apparently  against  the  interest  of  the  party  making  it, 
would  afford  no  security  against  fraud ;  the  forger  of  a  false  entry 
would  *take  care  to  obviate  any  objection  of  this  description,  |.-,^^^, 
by  admitting  payment  or  some  other  fact  apparently  against  ^  -■ 
the  interest  of  the  supposed  author  of  the  document.  The  considera- 
tion that  the  entry  is  against  the  interest  of  the  party  is  therefore 
principally  material,  as  it  affords  reason  for  supposing  that  a  person 
would  not  be  likely  to  commit  any  error  or  mistake  which  might  after- 
wards turn  to  his  prejudice.  When,  however,  it  is  considered  that  in 
many  instances  such  entries  remain  in  the  private  custody  of  the 
parties  who  make  them,  it  is  not  probable  that  the  consideration  that 
the  documents  might  be  published  by  accident  or  mistake,  and  might 
in  some  possible  state  of  circumstances,  be  turned  to  the  prejudice  of 
the  party,  would  cause  him  to  exercise  a  degree  of  exactness  and 
caution,  so  far  beyond  that  which  he  would  have  used  in  the  common 
course  of  professional  or  official  duty,  or  ordinary  habits  of  business, 
as  to  supply  a  sound  and  useful  test,  operating  to  the  admission  of  the 
former,  the  rejection  of  the  latter.  In  the  absence  of  all  suspicion 
of  any  motive  to  the  contrary,  it  is  fairly  presumable  that  all  entries 
made  in  the  ordinary  routine  of  business  are  truly  made.  The  same 
motive  which  induced  a  party  to  use  the  pains  and  trouble  of  making 
an  entry  at  all,  would  usually  induce  him  to  make  a  true  entry ;  a 
false  one  would  be  of  no  value,  and  the  making  it  would  frequently 
be  more  troublesome  than  to  make  a  true  one ;  it  would  require  the 
additional  trouble  of  invention ;  and  although  the  sparing  of  trouble 
might,  in  many  instances,  induce  a  party  to  state  particulars  without 
sufficient  accuracy,  it  would  seldom  cause  him  to  invent  and  state  a 
transaction  which  never  happened. 

In  the  first  place,  an  entry  or  declaration  accompanying  an  act 
seems,  on  principles  already  announced,  to  be  admissible  evidence  in 
all  cases  where  a  question  arises  as  to  the  nature  and  quality  of  that 
act.  Thus  where  the  question  is,  whether  a  promissory  note  was 
originally  void  for  usury,  letters  written  by  the  payee  to  the  maker, 
and  ♦which  are  contemporary  with  the  note,  are  admissible 
to  prove  that  the  consideration  was  usurious.'  ^        -I 

*  Kent  V.  LiyiDen^  1  Camp.  177 ;  WMh  v.  StockdaU^  vol.  2.    A  letter  endoeing 
a  promimory  note  may  be  read  as  evidence,  by  the  writer,  to  show  the  purpose 
28 
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Such  evidence  is  also  admissible  on  the  same  principle,  to  show 
the  intention  with  which  an  act  was  done,  where  the  intention  is 
material/  Thus,  on  questions  of  bankruptcy,  declarations  made  bj 
a  trader,  contemporary  with,  or  during  the  act  of  absenting  himself 
from  his  place  of  residence  or  business,  are  constantly  admitted  in 
proof  of  the  real  nature  and  quality  of  the  act/  ^ 

for  which  the  note  was  sent:  Bruce  and  others  v.  Hurley^  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  23.  And  see  Potez  v.  Glossop,  2  Ex.  191 ;  Lewis  y.  Simpsorij  Ibid.  note. 
The  principle  of  these  cases  is  that  the  declarations  or  entries  in  fact  form  part 
of  the  resgestce.    See  1  Q.  B.  (41  £.  C.  L.  R.)  50;  BXidposi,  Vol.  II. 

y  Supra,  p.  51,  52;  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Intention — Malice.  In  The  Attorney-Gen- 
eral T.  Brazen  Nose  College^  2  CI.  k  F.  295,  the  House  of  Lords  decided  tha^  the 
manner  in  which  the  founder  of  a  school,  who  was  the  first  trustee  under  the 
grant  by  which  it  was  provided  for,  conducted  himself  in  the  distribution  of  the 
fund,  is  very  strong  evidence  of  intention,  and  may  be  so  treated  by  the  Court 
in  construing  the  grant. 

■  Rouch  y.  Great  Western  Railway  Company ^  1  Q.  B.  (41  E.  C.  L.  R.)  50;  su- 
pra, pp.  51,  87,  88,  89 ;  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Bankruptct.  When  an  act  has  been  done 
to  which  it  is  necessary  to  ascribe  a  motive,  what  the  person  has  said  at  the 
time  is  admissible,  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  the  act :  Bateman  v.  Bailey,  5 
T.  R.  512.  Statements  made  by  the  bankrupt  showing  his  knowledge  and  opinion 
of  the  state  of  his  affairs  at  the  time  of  the  acts  in  question,  have  been  held  to 
be  receivable,  although  not  accompanying  any  other  act  done.  So  letters  re- 
ceived by  him  in  answer  to  applications  for  advances  are  evidence  to  show  the 
refusal  to  render  him  such  assistance,  but  not  as  to  any  facts  stated  in  them : 
Vacher  v.  Cocks,  Moo.  Jb  M.  (22  £.  C.  L.  R.)  353.  A  trader  in  embarrassed 
circumstances  made  an  assignment  of  all  her  effects,  &c.,  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itors :  in  an  action  after  her  death,  treating  the  assignee  as  executor  de  son  tort, 
a  list  of  creditors  made  out  by  a  friend  of  the  trader  under  her  direction,  about 
the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  assignment,  was  held  to  be  evidence  to  show 
that  the  assignment  was  bond  Jide :  Lewis  v.  Rogers,  4  C,  M.  &  R.  48.  So  de- 
clarations by  a  person  in  a  state  of  insolvency,  tending  to  show  that  he  knew  it, 
are  admissible  to  prove  such  knowledge,  provided  the  fact  of  insolvency  be  proved 
otherwise :  Thomas  y.  ConneU,^4  M.  &  W.  2o7. 

'  It  is  difficult  to  lay  down  any  precise  rule  as  to  the  case  in  which  declara- 
tions are  admissible  as  part  of  the  res  gestce :  Allen  v.  Duncan,  1 1  Pick.  309. 
They  must  have  been  made  at  the  time  of  the  act  done  which  they  are  supposed 
to  characterize :  Enos  v.  Tattle,  3  Conn.  250  ;  Pool  v.  Bridges,  4  Pick.  378  ;  Rie- 
gart  v.  EUmaker,  10  S.  &  R.  27  ;  Selin  v.  Snyder,  11  8.  &  R,  319 ;  Deardorfy. 
HUdebrand,  2  Rawle  226  ;  Evans  v.  Jones,  8  Yerg.  461 ;  Posterns  v.  Posterns,  3 
W.  &  S.  127.  Declarations  of  a  person  in  possession  of  personal  property  with 
respect  to  it  arc  admissible  as  part  of  the  res  gestce :  Oden  v.  StubbUfield,  4  Ala. 
40 ;  Parker  v.  Marston,  34  Me.  386  ;  Darling  v.  Bryant,  17  Ala.  10 ;  Brazier  v. 
Burt,  18  Ibid.  201 ;  Perry  v.  Graham,  18  Ibid.  822.  So  in  an  action  against  an 
individual  for  enticing  away  the  servant  of  another,  evidence  of  the  declara- 
tions of  the  servant,  at  the  time  he  left,  as  to  the  motives  which  influenced  him. 
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^Indeed,  wherever  an  entry  or  declaration  reflects  light 
upon,  or  qualifies,  an  act  which  is  relevant  to  the  matter  in   ^         -■ 
issue  and  is  evidence  in  itself,*  it  becomes  admissible  as  part  of  the 

•  R,  V.  Blts8,  7  Ad.  &  E.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  550.  Thus  in  Wright  v.  Tatham,  5 
CI.  &  F.  670,  on  a  question  as  to  the  competency  of  a  party  to  make  a  will,  let- 
ters written  to  him  by  others,  and  found  many  years  after  their  date  amongst  his 

are  admissible  on  the  same  principle :  HadUy  v.  Carter^  8  N.  H.  40.  If  the 
declaration  of  a  person  is  in  itself  a  fact  in  a  transaction,  or  is  made  by  him 
while  doing  an  act  and  serves  to  explain  it,  it  is  to  be  received  in  evidence  as  part 
of  the  re8  gestas;  but  a  recital  of  past  transactions  is  not  admissible,  although 
it  may  have  some  relation  to  the  act  which  the  person  may  be  doing  when  he 
makes  such  declaration  :  Haynes  v.  Butter^  24  Pick.  242 ;  Bank  v.  Clark,  2  Yt. 
308.  Res  gestcR  are  the  circumstances,  facte  and  declarations  which  grow  out 
of  the  main  fact,  are  contemporaneous  with  it  and  serve  to  illustrate  its  charac- 
ter :  Carter  v.  Buchanan,  3  Kelley  513 ;  Smith  v.  Webb,  1  Barb.  230 ;  Holbrook 
V.  Murray,  20  Vt.  525 ;  Plumer  v.  Fretich,  2  Fost.  450 ;  Dawson  v.  Hall,  2  Mich. 
390.  Where  the  plaintiff  relics  upon  proof  that  the  defendant  requested  an  en- 
rolment of  a  vessel  to  be  made  in  a  certain  way,  without  declaring  at  the  time 
the  purpose  for  which  it  was  to  be  so  enrolled,  the  declarations  of  the  defendant 
as  to  the  purpose,  made  preliminary  to  his  request,  and  an  hour  or  two  previous, 
are  competent  testimony  in  his  behalf,  as  part  of  the  res  gestas :  Smith  v.  Smith, 
1  Sandf.  206  ;  Miteheson  v.  State,  11  Oa.  615.  The  declarations  of  third  persons 
are  not  admissible  in  evidence  as  part  of  the  res  gestae,  unless  they  in  some  way 
elucidate  or  tend  to  give  a  character  to  the  act  which  they  accompany  or  may 
derive  a  degree  of  credit  from  the  fact  itself.  If  they  can  have  no  effect  upon  the 
act  done,  and  derive  no  credit  from  it,  but  depend  for  their  effect  entirely  upon  the 
credit  of  the  party  who  makes  them,  they  are  not  admissible  merely  because 
they  may  have  some  connection  with  the  act  or  relate  to  it :  Wood  v.  Banks,  14 
N.  H.  101 ;  Tomkies  v.  Reynolds,  17  Ala.  109 ;  Thomas  v.  Degraffenreid,  17  Ibid. 
602 ;  Robertson  v.  Smith,  18  Ibid.  220 ;  Land  v.  Tyngsborough,  9  Cush.  36.  The 
term  res  gestce  can  be  properly  applicable  only  to  transactions  with  which  the 
parties  were  connected  while  the  negotiation  between  them  was  unfinished : 
Wilson  V.  Sherlock,  36  Me.  295 ;  Battlee  v.  Batchilder,  39  Ibid.  1 9.  Where  a 
bargain  between  one  of  the  parties  to  a  suit  and  a  third  person,  becomes  a 
material  fact,  what  was  said  by  those  persons  relative  to  the  bargain  at  the  time 
of  making  it,  is  admissible :  Johnson  v.  Elliott,  6  Fost.  67.  The  conduct  and 
exclamations  of  passengers  on  a  railroad  at  the  time  of  an  accident,  though  not 
in  the  presence  of  the  party  receiving  an  injury  may  be  given  in  evidence : 
Railroad  Co.  v.  Fay,  16  111.  558.  Declarations  in  regard  to  the  ownership  of 
property  by  the  party  delivering  the  same  to  a  carrier,  at  the  time  of  deliveryi 
are  admissible.  So  also  are  concurrent  acts  and  declarations  of  a  mandatory  iii 
explanation  of  the  loss  of  the  property  after  and  about  the  time  of  the  alleged 
loAS :  McNabb  v.  Loekhart,  18  Ga.  495.  But  declarations  are  not  admissible  as 
part  of  the  res  gestce,  unless  the  acts  which  they  accompany  are  themselves  rele- 
vant and  material,  independently  of  what  was  said ;  nor  unless  the  de^aration 
relates  to  those  acts  and  is  explanatory  of  them  :  Morrill  v.  Foster,  3!2  N.  H. 
358.    See  ante,  p.  89,  note. 
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res  gestcBj  if  it  be  contemporaneous  with  the  act,  or  so  connected  with 
it  as  to  render  it  part  of  one  continuous  transaction.*^ 

In  the  case  of  Aveson  v.  Lord  Kinnatrdj"^  on  an  insurance  effected 
on  the  life,  of  the  wife,  the  question  was,  whether  she  was  in  an  in- 
surable state  at  the  time ;  and  declarations  by  her,  made  a  few  days 
after  the  certificate  of  her  health  had  been  obtained,  as  to  the  state 
of  her  health  at  the  time  when  the  certificate  was  obtained,  and  down 
to  the  time  of  the  conversation,  were  *held  to  be  admissible 
L  J  in  evidence,  with  a  view  to  show  her  own  opinion  as  to  the 
state  of  her  health,  as  well  as  with  a  view  to  contradict  the  evidence 
of  the  surgeon  who,  having  been  called  as  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff, 
had  stated  that  he  considered  her  to  be  in  good  health,  but  that  he 
had  formed  this  opinion  from  the  answers  she  had  given  to  his  in- 
quiries. In  an  action  of  trespass,  what  the  wife  said  immediately  on 
receiving  the  injury,  and  before  she  had  time  to  devise  anything  for 
her  own  advantage,  is  also  evidence.*^  So  is  the  complaint  made  by 
a  person  in  case  of  rape,  or  an  attempt  to  commit  a  rape,  immediately 
after  the  injury.* 

papers  were  held  inadmissible  without  proof  that  he  himself  acted  upon  them ; 
because  the  fact  of  writing  the  letters  was  not  a  material  or  relevant  fact,  and 
there  was  none  other  which  they  qualified  or  explained,  s.  c,  7  Ad.  &  E.  (34  £. 
C.  L.  R.)  313. 

^  Thus,  where  the  plain ti£f  had  received  in  the  lifetime  of  the  owner  certain 
notes  as  an  alleged  gift,  and  after  the  death  of  the  party,  the  defendant  having 
inquired  as  to  what  property  of  the  deceased  the  plaintiff  possessed,  she  volun- 
tarily produced  the  notes,  stating  at  the  time  how  she  had  received  them,  and  the 
defendant  had  refused  to  deliver  them  back ;  held  that  her  account,  as  part  of 
the. res gestcBf  was  admissible  to  go  to  the  jury  as  to  the  way  she  became  possessed, 
which,  with  other  circumstances,  might  induce  the  jury  to  believe  it  correct  or 
not :  Hayslip  v.  Oymer^  1  Ad.  &  £.  (28  £.  G.  L.  R.)  162 ;  and  3  N.  &  M.  (28  £. 
C.  L.  R.)  479.  The  declaration  of  the  defendant's  wife  in  delivering  money  to 
a  witness  to  be  paid  over  to  the  plaintiff  in  payment  for  sheep,  is  evidence  in  an 
action  for  the  price:  WdUera  v.  Lewis,  7  Gar.  &  P.  (32  £.  G.  L.  R.)  344;  and 
8e.e  B.  V.  Hall,  8  Gar.  &  P.  (34  £.  G.  L.  R.)  358.  That  the  declaration  or  entry 
need  not  be  contemporaneous,  if  there  be  such  connecting  circumstances  as  to 
render  it  part  of  the  res  gesice:  see  Ratoson  v.  Haigh,  2  Bing.  (9  £.  G.  L.  R.) 
104;  Bidlof  V.  Gyde,  9  Bing.  (23  £.  G.  L.  R.)  349;  Bouch  v.  Great  Westean 
Bailway  Ctmpany,  1  Q.  B.  (41  £.  G.  L.  R.)  50. 

•  6  £a8t  188 ;  and  R.  v.  Johnson,  2  Gar.  &  K.  (61  £.  G.  L.  R.)  354 ;  B.  v.  ChU- 
tridge,  9  Gar.  &  P.  (38  £.  G.  L.  R.)  472 ;  per  Parke,  B. ;  and  see  Gardner 
Peerage  case* 

'  Thompson  and  his  Wife  v.  Treoanifm,  Skin.  402.  So  upon  an  indictment 
for  manslaughter,  a  statement  by  the  deceased  as  to  how  the  accident  happened, 
made  immediately  after  it  occurred,  was  held  admissible :  B,  v.  Foster,  6  G.  & 
P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  325. 

•  Brazier's  case,  1  East  P.  G.  444 ;  B.  v.  Clarke,  2  Stark.  G.  (3  £.  G.  L.  R.) 
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To  this  head  also  the  admissibility  of  declarations  by  tenants  has 
sometimes  been  referred,  and  it  seems  that  such  declarations  are 
clearly  referrable  to  this  principle  in  all  cases  where  the  nature  and 
quality  of  an  act  of  ownership  or  dominion,  or  of  the  possession,  is 
questioned  and  requires  explanation,  or  when  the  nature  and  quality 
of  the  possession  are  questioned,  and  the  contemporary  declaration 
of  the  party  doing  the  act,  or  of  the  party  in  possession  serves  to 
elucidate  and  explain  the  nature  and  quality  of  such  act  or  posses- 
sion. 

The  application  of  the  general  principle  already  *announced 
stands  thus  :  In  the  absence  of  direct  documentary  proof  of  ^  J 
the  title  to  lands,  or  to  an  easement  of  right  arising  out  of  lands, 
acts  of  possession  and  enjoyment  must  be  resorted  to  as  indirect  evi- 
dence of  the  right.'  Where  such  possession  and  enjoyment  have  been 
of  long  continuance,  the  law  in  many  instances  makes  that  possession 
and  enjoyment  conclusive  as  to  the  right,  and  in  all  cases  renders 
such  evidence  admissible,  on  the  reasonable  presumption  that  unless 
those  acts  and  possession  had  been  founded  in  right,  they  would  have 
been  resisted  by  him  whose  right  was  violated.  But  the  admission 
of  such  acts  of  possession  and  enjoyment  in  evidence  frequently 
introduces  a  question  as  to  their  nature  and  quality,  for  on  this  must 
depend  the  question,  whether  they  furnish  any  inference  of  acqui- 
escence in  an  adverse  enjoyment.  This  again  must  be  decided  by 
the  mode  and  circumstances  of  enjoyment,  and  for  this  purpose  the 
contemporary  declarations  of  the  parties  concerned  are  necessary 
and  essential  evidence.     If,  for  instance,  the  question  be  whether 

A.  has  a  right  of  way  to  his  house  over  the  close  of  B.j  and  evi- 
dence be  given  that  on  a  particular  occasion  the  occupier  of  ^.'s 

243 ;  Trelawny  v.  Colman,  Ibid.  191.  The  fact  of  a  complaint  being  made  is 
evidence  to  confirm  the  prosecutrix's  story,  but  the  particulars  are  not  evidence ; 
and  they  properly  cannot  be  elicited  for  the  prosecution :  see  B,  v.  Megson,  9 
Car.  &  R  (38  B.  C.  L.  R.)  420;  B.  v.  GuUndge,  9  Car.  &  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
472 ;  B.  V.  Walker,  2  M.  &  Rob.  212  ;  and  see  post,  Vol.  II.,  tit  Rapi.  On  an 
indictment  for  shooting  at  the  prosecutor,  Patteson,  J.,  held  that  evidence  was 
admissible  to  show  that  the  prosecutor,  immediately  after  the  injury,  had  made 
communication  of  the  fact  to  another,  but  that  the  particulars  coald  not  be 
given  in  evidence :  Bex  v.  BidadcUe,  York  Spring  Assizes,  1837. 

'  Act  of  ownership  can  only  prove  that  which  would  be  better  proved  by  title- 
deeds  or  possession.    Acts  of  ownership,  where  submitted  to,  are  analogous  to 
admissions  or  declarations,  by  the  party  submitting  to  them,  that  the  party  ex 
ercising  them  has  a  right  to  do  so,  and  that  he  is  therefore  the  owner  of  the 
property  upon  which  they  are  exercised :  per  Best,  J.,  in  SoUis  v.  Goldfinch,  1 

B.  &  C.  (8  £.  C.  L.  R.)  205. 
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house  used  the  close  as  a  way,  the  Tvhole  force  and  efficacy  of  the 
evidence  may  depend  on  what  was  said  at  the  time.  If,  on  the  one 
hand,  it  were  proved  that  at  that  time  the  occupier  of  ^.'s  house 
asked  the  permission  of  the  owner  or  occupier  of  the  close  to  use 
the  way,  the  fact,  instead  of  affording  evidence  of  an  adverse  right, 
would  be  strong  to  negative  the  right;  if,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
right  to  use  was  asserted  and  acquiesced  in,  the  fact  would  afford 
evidence  of  acquiescence  on  the  one  hand,  and  of  right  on  the  other. 
^   .— -   The  case  of  Doe  dem,  *Auman  v.  Pettet'  may   be  cited  in 

r*47n 

^        -J   illustration  of  these  remarks. 

Human  was  the  purchaser  of  lands.  After  his  death,  which  was 
thirty  years  ago,  his  widow  continued  in  possession  for  more  than 
twenty  years,  and  died ;  the  question  between  the  heir-at-law  of  the 
husband  and  the  heir-at-law  of  the  wife  was,  whether  the  possession 
by  the  wife  was  an  adverse  possession ;  and  it  was  held,  that  her 
declarations  during  her  possession  that  she  held  for  her  life  only, 
and  that  after  her  death  the  premises  would  go  to  her  husband's 
heir-at-law,  were  admissible  to  rebut  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  21 
Jac.  I.,  c.  16.  They  were  not  used  to  show  the  quantum  of  her 
estate,  but  only  to  explain  the  nature  of  her  possession. 

«  5  B.  A  Aid.  (7  E.  C.  L.  R.)  223  ;  and  see  Came  v.  Nicholl,  1  Bing.  N.  C. 
(27  £.  G.  L.  R.)  430  ;  Doe  dem.  Daniel  y.  Coulthred,  7  Ad.  k  E.  (34  £.  0.  L.  R.) 
235.  In  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Rickarhy^  5  Esp.  C.  4,  which  was  an  action  of  eject- 
ment on  an  alleged  forfeitare  of  a  lease  for  breach  of  a  covenant  not  to  injure  or 
underlet,  by  underletting  ;  it  appeared,  that  after  the  house  had  been  for  some 
time  empty,  Mrs.  Luthmam  was  found  in  possession  :  and  it  was  held,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  at  liberty  to  prove  that  a  witness  on  his  behalf  bad  inquired  of  Mrs. 
Luthmam  in  what  way  she  occupied  it,  and  to  give  her  answer  in  evidence.  This 
case,  however,  goes  to  a  great  length  :  it  is  difficult  to  say  that  such  an  answer 
can  be  admissible  as  original  evidence  during  the  life  of  the  declarant,  except 
on  the  ground  that  she  was  the  agent  of  the  party  to  be  affected,  or  that  the 
declaration  was  evidence,  as  accompanying  the  fact  of  possession.  But  there  was 
no  sufficient  proof  of  agency  to  let  in  such  declaration,  and  the  declaration  was 
not  admitted  as  explanatory  evidence  of  a  contemporaneous  act,  \mt  rather  to 
prove  a  by-gone  fact,  the  nature  and  terms  of  the  original  entry.  In  some  in- 
stances, the  admissibility  of  declarations  by  former  occupiers,  on  the  ground  that 
they  were  against  the  interest  of  the  declarants  at  the  time,  has  been  carried  to 
a  great  length ;  see  Walker  v.  Broadstoek^  1  Esp.  0.  458.  Upon  the  trial  of  an 
indictment  for  obstructing  a  highway,  the  question  was,  whether  the  road  was 
public  or  private ;  and  it  was  held,  that  the  declaration  of  a  deceased  occupier 
at  the  time  of  planting  an  alleged  boundary  willow,  was  inadmissible,  either  as 
a  declaration  accompanying  an  act,  or  as  contrary  to  the  party's  interest,  or  as 
evidence  of  reputation :  Reg.  v.  Bliss j  7  Ad.  &  E.  (34  £.  G.  L.  R.)  550 ;  and  see 
Tickle  T.  Brown,  4  Ad.  &  E.  (31  £.  G.  L.  R.)  369. 
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'*'Upon  similar  grounds,  title-deeds  and  testaments  are  r^A^ro'] 
admissible  evidence  of  the  rights  of  property.^ 

Even  modern  deeds  are  also  evidence  to  show  the  title  of  a  party 
to  a  particular  estate,  when  a  sufficient  ground  has  been  laid  by  proof 
of  the  ownership  of  the  party  from  whom  the  title  is  derived.  Thus 
it  is  every-day*s  practice  to  prove  the  title  of  A.  B.  to  an  estate,  by 
proof  of  the  execution  of  a  conveyance  by  (7.  2).,  a  former  owner  in 
possession  of  the  estate.  In  such  cases  the  evidence  does  not  come 
within  the  objection  of  res  inter  alios;  the  deeds  are  nothing  more 
than  solemn  declarations  and  admissions  of  the  parties,  accompany- 
ing and  evidencing  the  nature  of  the  act  of  transfer,  and  do  not 
affect  or  conclade  the  rights  of  any  stranger,  any  more  than  the 
mere  fact  of  delivering  the  possession  would  conclude  him.  It  is 
evidence  of  the  same  nature,  as  if  a  plaintiff  in  trover  were  to  prove 
his  ownership  of  a  horde,  or  other  chattel,  by  showing  that  he  bought 
him  for  a  particular  sum  at  a  fair.  Such  evidence,  as  a  mere  fact, 
and  part  of  the  res  gestce^  is  admissible  against  all  the  world ;  it  ope- 
rates to  the  conclusion  of  no  one  without  his  assent,  but  merely  so 
far  as  in  its  own  nature  it  affects  the  transaction  itself.  For  its 
force  and  effect,  the  evidence  depends  entirely  upon  its  connection 
with  the  acts  of  ownership  and  possession ;  proof  of  the  execution 
of  deeds  by  parties  wholly  unconnected  with  the  estate  would  avail 
nothing  to  prove  a  title. 

Maps  and  surveys  of  estates  are  also  evidence  to  show  the  extent 
of  a  man's  estate,  when  it  appears  that  they  have  been  made  with 
the  privity  and  consent  of  the  owners  of  *the  adjoining  r*4'rQ-| 
lands.  A.  being  seised  of  the  manors  B,  and  (7.,  during  his 
seisin  caused  a  survey  to  be  taken  of  J9.,  which  was  afterwards  con- 
veyed to  E. ;  and  upon  a  dispute  between  the  lords  of  B.  and  (7.,  it 
was  held  that  the  survey  was  admissible  in  evidence.' 

^  Supra,  p.  64,  65,  186 ;  and  see  the  cases  there  cited.  A  counterpart  of  a 
feoffment  by  a  corporation,  produced  from  their  muniments,  without  proof  of 
rent  ever  having  been  received  in  respect  of  the  property,  is  inadmissible :  Ijan- 
cum  V.  Lovdl,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  441 ;  9  Bing.  (23  E.  C.  L.  R.)  465.  The 
defendant  justified  breaking  floodgates,  as  lessee  of  the  Bishop  of  W.;  old  leases 
were  produced  from  the  registry,  and  admitted :  Wakeman  v.  Westf  7  Car.  &  P. 
(32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  479. 

*■  Bridgman  v.  Jennings^  1  Lord  Raym.  734.  The  only  case,  it  is  said,  where 
a  map  is  receivable  in  evidence,  is  where  at  the  time  it  was  made  the  whole 
property  belonged  to  the  person  from  whom  both  parties  claim :  Doe  v.  Lakin, 
7  C.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  481.  In  an  action  for  breaking  down  floodgates,  a 
map  of  the  owner* s  and  of  adjoining  lands  is  not  admissible  to  show  the  course 
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But  it  is  clear  that  no  entry  or  survey  taken  by  an  owner  would 
be  evidence  either  for  himself,  or  for  one  who  claimed  through  him, 
against  a  party  who  did  not  claim  in  privity,  since  it  might  encour- 
age persons  to  include  in  surveys  more  than  belonged  to  them  ;^  and, 
therefore,  survey-books  of  a  manor,  although  ancient,  unless  signed 
by  the  tenants,  or  unless  they  appear  to  have  been  made  at  a  court 
of  survey,  are  not  evidence ;  they  are  mere  private  memorials.^ 

So  it  has  been  said,  that  an  old  map  of  lands  has  been  allowed  in 
evidence,  where  it  came  along  with  the  writings,  and  agreed  with 
the  boundaries  adjusted  in  an  ancient  purchase."*  It  does  not  clearly 
appear  under  what  circumstances  this  old  map  was  held  to  be  evi- 
dence, but  it  seems  that  one  ingredient  essential  to  its  admissibility 
was  its  agreement  with  boundaries  as  adjusted  in  an  ancient  purchase, 
that  is  with  some  other  instrument ;  and  the  term  adjtisted  seems  to 
imply  some  privity  on  the  part  of  the  owners  of  adjoining  property, 
if  the  vendor  was  not  himself  the  owner.  A  map  annexed  to  a  deed 
seems  to  stand  on  the  same  footing  as  the  description  contained  in 
the  deed  itself. 

*It  is  an  established  principle  of  evidence,  that  if  a  party 
L  J  who  has  peculiar  knowledge  of  the  fact,  by  his  written  entry, 
or  even  declaration  concerning  it,  discharges  another  upon  whom  he 
would  otherwise  have  a  claim,  or  charges  himself,  such  entry  is  admis- 
sible evidence  of  the  fact  after  the  death**  of  the  party.^  ^ 

of  the  stream  to  the  plaintiff^s  mill :  Wakeman  v.  West,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  479. 

»  Str.  95 ;  1  Lord  Raym.  734 ;  Outram  v.  Moreioood,  5  T.  R.  123. 

>  12  Vin.  Abr.  90,  pi.  12  ;;><»•  Bacon,  Exon,  Summ.  1719. 

■  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  78. 

^  Where  entries  were  made  against  the  interest  of  a  party  who  had  quitted 
the  kingdom,  there  being  charges  of  a  criminal  nature  against  him,  but  was 
still  living,  it  was  held  that  such  entries  could  not  be  read :  Stephen  v.  Gwenap^ 
1  M.  &  Rob.  1'20  J  and  see  Smith  v.  WhiUingham,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  78 ; 
Spargo  v.  Brown,  9  B.  &  C.  (17  E.  C.  L.  R.)  935;  Furschn  v.  Cloggy  10  M.  & 
W.  572;  and  Sussex  Peerage  case,  11  CI.  &  F.  85,  p.  465.  Parol  evidence  is 
admissible  of  a  declaration  by  a  devisee  that  she  was  merely  a  trustee :  Strode 
V.  Winchester,  1  Dick.  397. 

^  Higham  v.  Ridgway,  10  East  109,  infra.  It  has  been  said  that  an  additional 
circumstance  is  necessary,  viz.,  that  the  party  who  made  the  entry  might  have 
been  examined  as  to  it,  had  he  been  living :  per  Bayley,  J.,  in  Higham  v.  Ridg- 
way.  It  is,  however,  observable  that  in  that  case  three  of  the  judges  lay  down 
the  rule  without  this  qualification ;  and  in  the  case  of  Short  v.  Lee,  2  Jac.  & 

*  Chase  V.  Smith,  5  Y t.  558 ;  Thompson  v.  Stevens,  2  K.  &  McC.  493.  If  made 
in  the  usual  course  of  the  business  or  duty  of  the  party  making  the  entry  it  is 
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Thus,  npon  a  trial  at  bar,  where  the  question  was,  whether  a  sur- 
render of  the  mother's  estate  for  life  had  been  made  when  the  son 
suffered  a  common  recovery,  the  court  admitted  in  evidence  the  debt- 
book  of  an  attorney,  (deceased,)  in  which  he  had  made  charges  for 
suffering  the  recovery,  and  for  drawing  and  engrossing  a  surrender 
of  the  mother,  which  were  therein  acknowledged  to  have  been  paid; 
and  the  court  held,  that  this  was  a  material  circumstance  upon  the  in- 
quiry into  the  reasonableness  of  presuming  a  surrender,  and  could 
not  be  suspected  to  be  done  for  that  purpose ;  and  that  since  the 
attorney  was  dead  this  was  the  best  evidence.'  So  in  *the 
case  of  Higham  v.  Ridgwaj/^  it  was  held,  that  an  entry  made   ^        ^ 

Walker  464,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  an  entry  by  a  deceased  person 
was  admissible,  although  he  could  not,  in  his  lifetime,  have  been  examined  to 
the  fact ;  and  this  is  certainly  most  consistent  with  the  principle  upon  which 
such  evidence  is  admitted.  Hence  the  Coart  of  Excheqaer  negatived  any  such 
qualification  in  the  case :  Gleadow  v.  Aikinj  1  Cr.  &  M.  410. 

^  Warren  y.  Greenville^  Str.  1129.  Note,  this  was  forty  years  after  the  time 
of  the  surrender,  and  the  Court  said  they  would  have  presumed  a  surrender 
after  such  a  length  of  time,  without  this  additional  evidence.  In  Goodtitle  v. 
Duke  of  ChandoSf  2  Burr.  1072,  Lord  Mansfield  says  that  the  Court  did  rely 
upon  the  entry  ;  but  he  also  states  from  his  own  note,  that  the  Court  said  that 
after  forty  years  they  would,  without  any  other  circumstances,  presume  a  con- 
ditional surrender  *,  see  also  the  last  preceding  note.  In  Doe  v.  Wright,  Lan- 
caster Summer  Assizes,  1836,  Coleridge,  J.,  admitted  a  bill  of  costs  by  an 
attorney,  stating  facts  and  business  done  which  had  been  paid,  on  the  same 
footing  as  original  entries  in  the  book. 

4 10  East  109  j  2  Smith  L.  C.  182.  The  evidence  seems  to  have  been  received 
in  this  case  principally  upon  the  ground  that  the  entry  was  made  of  a  fact 
within  the  peculiar  knowledge  of  the  party,  against  his  interest.  In  Doe  dem. 
Gallop  V.  VowleSf  1  M.  &  Rob.  261,  in  order  to  show  that  the  mortgagee  had 
done  some  repairs  to  certain  premises,  with  a  view  to  prove  that  the  defendant 
had  not  had  an  adverse  possession,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  produced  a  bill  for 
the  repairs,  with  a  receipt  for  the  amount  of  it  in  the  handwriting  of  a  deceased 
carpenter,  which  had  been  found  among  the  mortgagee's  papers ;  but  Littledale, 
J.,  rejected  it  as  evidence  of  the  work  having  been  done,  inasmuch  as  the  paper 
itself  was  the  only  evidence  that  the  demand  ever  existed,  and  that  the  founda- 

not  necessary  that  it  should  be  against  his  interest :  Augusta  v.  Windson,  1 
Appl.  317  J  Brewster  v.  Doane,  2  Hill  537 ;  Gale  v.  Norris,  2  McLean  469  ;  JTcn- 
daa  V.  Field,  2  Shepl.  30 ;  Doe  v.  Sohoyer,  28  Me.  463 ;  Thompson  v.  Porter,  4 
Strobb.  £q.  58 ;  Arms  v.  Middleton,  2  Barb.  571.  Entries  by  deceased  clerk  of 
notary  are  admissible  to  prove  demand  and  notice :  Gawtry  v.  Doane,  48  Barb. 
148.  Sworn  entries  in  books  in  the  regular  course  of  business  are  admissible : 
State  V.  Shinbam,  46  N.  H.  497.  Entries  by  a  person  against  his  own  interest 
with  others  are  admissible  after  his  decease :  Gaines  v.  Gaines,  39  Ga.  68 ;  Field 
T.  BoynUm,  Zi  Ibid.  239 ;  Ward  v.  Leitch,  30  Md.  326. 
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by  a  man-midwife  in  his  book  of  having  delivered  a  woman  of  a 
child  on  a  particular  day,  referring  to  his  ledger  in  which  he  had 
made  a  charge  for  his  attendance,  which  was  marked  as  paid^  was 
evidence  upon  the  trial  of  an  issue  as  to  the  age  of  such  child  at 
the  time  of  his  afterwards  suffering  a  recovery. 

It  was  held,  in  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Robdorty^  that  entries  of  charges 

made  by  an  attorney  in  his  books,  *8howing  the  time  when  a 

'-        ^   lease  prepared  for  a  client  of  his  was  executed,  which  charges 

it  appeared  had  been  paid,  were  evidence  after  the  attorney's  death 

to  show  the  time  of  the  execution,  which  was  a  material  fact  in  issue. 

By  a  promissory  note  J..,  B.  and  (7.  jointly  promised  D.  to  pay 
him  £300,  and  interest.  B.  paid  2).  <£280  on  account  of  the  note, 
and  D,  endorsed  on  it,  '^  Received  of  B.  £280  on  account  of  the 
within  note;  the  <£300  having  been  originally  advanced  to  A"  B, 
having  afterwards  paid  the  whole  amount  sued  0.  as  a  co-surety,  for 
contribution,  and  it  was  considered  that  the  endorsement,  after  i).'« 
death,  was  evidence  for  the  jury,  not  only  of  the  payment  of  the 
£280,  but  that  it  was  advanced  to  A.  as  principal.' 

An  entry  by  a  rector  of  his  receipt  of  tithes  is  evidence  for  the 
successor ;  for  the  entry  could  not  have  been  of  any  benefit  to  him- 
self.^ Lord  Kenyon,  however,  considered  this  as  an  excepted  case, 
since  in     gtneraa  man's  private  entry  cannot  affect  the  rights  of 

tion  for  it,  as  in  Higham  v.  Ridgway^  should  have  been  laid  by  showing  the 
work  to  have  been  done;  bat  in  B.  v.  Inhabitants  of  Lower  Heyford^  Gloucester 
Summ.  Assizes,  1840,  2  Smith's  L.  G.  194,  Parke,  B.,  denied  the  existence  of 
this  distinction,  and  admitted  the  book  of  a  deceased  mason,  containing  charges 
for  repairing  a  bridge  marked  as  paid,  as  good  evidence  of  such  repairs  without 
further  proof;  and  see  Doe  v.  Burton,  9  Car.  k  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  254. 

'15  East  32.  So  to  show  payment  of  mortgage  money  by  mortgagor  by 
whom  he  was  employed :  Clarke  v.  Wilmotj  1  Y.  &  C.  53. 

■  Davies  v.  Humphreys ,  6  M.  &  W.  153. 

^  5  T.  R.  123 ;  Bunb.  46 ;  2  Yes.  43 ;  and  was  against  his  interest,  as  it  would 
have  been  evidence  to  discharge  the  parishioners,  per  Plumer,  M.  R.,  2  Jao.  & 
W.  475.  So  in  a  suit  for  tithes  by  the  lessee  of  an  ecclesiastical  corporation  ag- 
gregate, to  whom  the  rectory  belonged,  ancient  documents  in  their  possession, 
purporting  to  be  accounts  furnished  by  some  of  their  members  employed  to  col- 
lect the  tithes,  and  appearing  to  be  offered  and  settled,  are  admissible  in  evi- 
dence :  Short  v.  Lee,  2  Jac.  &  W.  464.  An  entry  by  a  deceased  rector  is  also 
evidence  by  way  of  admission  agiunst  a  successor.  An  ancient  document  signed 
by  the  rector,  and  headed,  "  notification  of  the  tithes  of  the  parish,"  although 
not  coming  out  of  the  proper  repository  of  a  terrier,  was  held  to  be  admissible 
evidence  against  a  succeeding  rector,  as  the  admission  of  one  of  his  predecessors, 
and  upon  the  principle  of  a  receipt:  Maddison  v.  NuttM,  6  Bing.  (19  E.  0.  L. 
R.)  226. 
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third  persons ;'  and  therefore  in  Oviram  v.  Moorewood^  where  the 
question  was  whether  a  particular  close  was  part  of  an  estate  which 
formerly  belonged  to  Sir  J*  Zouc?i,  it  was  held,  that  entries  of  the 
receipt  of  rents  made  by  one  from  whom  the  '''defendant  de-  r^e^YTl 
rived  his  title  to  the  rent  of  this  close,  but  nothing  more, 
was  not  evidence  for  the  defendant  in  order  to  prove  the  identity  of 
the  close  and  to  establish  his  title  to  the  coals,  on  the  ground  that 
the  entries  were  no  more  than  the  private  memoranda  of  the  party, 
not  upon  oath,  which  ought  not  to  bind  third  persons ;  and  it  was 
distinguishable  from  the  case  of  Barry  v.  Behhingtany  since  there 
the  steward  charged  himself  with  the  receipt  of  the  money.  It  ap- 
pears therefore  to  be  clear,  that  a  man's  own  private  entry  as  to  his 
own  rights,  which  admits  no  liability  to  another,  is  not  evidence 
either  for  himself  or  those  who  claim  under  him.  The  case  of  an 
entry  of  the  receipt  of  tithes  by  the  rector  stands  upon  very  peculiar 
grounds;  he  has  no  personal  interest  in  making  the  entry  with  a 
view  to  any  claim  made  by  himself,  since  the  entry  would  not  be  evi- 
dence for  him ;  and  the  incumbent  for  the  time  being,  and  not  his 
heir  or  personal  representative,  would  afterwards  derive  benefit  from 
such  entry. 

Lord  Hardwicke  observed,  that  it  was  going  a  great  way  to  admit 
the  books  of  a  deceased  rector  as  evidence  for  his  successor,^  but  that 
it  had  been  allowed,  because  the  rector  knew  that  the  entry  could  not 
benefit  either  himself  or  his  representative,  who  had  nothing  to  do 
with  the  living.'  The  admissibility  of  such  evidence  seems  to  rest 
upon  the  principles*  already  announced. 

*In  the  case  of  Searle  v.  Lord  Barringtony^  the  court  is  ^^^,,0-^ 
said  to  have  extended  this  principle  so  far  as  to  hold,  that    ^         -' 

»  5  T.  R.  123.  «  5  T.  R.  121. 

7  2  Yes.  43 ;  and  see  lUingworth  y.  Leighj  4  Qwill.  1618 ;  Woodnoth  y.  Lord 
Cobham,  2  Gwill.  653. 

'  Such  evidence  has,  however,  been  received  in  favor  of  his  successor,  where 
the  entries  have  been  made  by  an  impropriate  rector,  although  there  the  party 
who  made  the  entries  might  benefit  his  own  inheritance :  4  Qwill.  1618 ;  2  Gwill. 
653 ;  Bun.  180 ;  but  see  Le  Gross  v.  Lovemoor^  2  Gwill.  529 ;  Perigal  v.  Nichol- 
son, 1  Wi^htw.  63.  Lord  Kenyon's  observation,  Outram  v.  Morewood,  5  T.  R. 
123.  No  proprietor  or  corporation  sole,  except  a  rector  or  vicar,  can  make  such 
evidence  for  his  successors,  and  even  in  those  cases  the  liberty  has  been  allowed 
with  regret :  Short  v.  Lee,  2  Jac'  &  W.  464. 

*  Supra^  pp.  64, 65 ;  and  see  Lord  EUenborough^s  observations  in  Doe  v.  Eatth 
lins,  7  East  279. 

**  Sir.  826.  The  bond  was  dated  June  24,  1697  *,  the  endorsement  of  interest 
on  the  bond,  under  the  hand  of  the  obligee,  was  dated  in  1707,  being  three  years 
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in  an  action  upon  a  bond,  a  receipt  for  interest  endorsed  upon  it  by 
the  obligee  himself,  is  evidence  to  go  to  a  jury  to  rebut  the  presump- 
tion of  payment  arising  from  lapse  of  time.  If  this  case  is  to  be 
taken  as  an  authority  for  the  general  position,  that  an  endorsement 
r*4791  ^^  ^^^  receipt  *of  interest  on  a  bond  bearing  date  within  the 
space  of  twenty  years  from  the  date  of  the  bond,  shall  in 
itself,  and  without  any  proof  that  it  was  actually  made  within  that 
space  of  time,  or  with  the  privity  of  the  obligor,  be  evidence  to  rebut 
the  presumption  of  payment,  it  seems  to  bo  difficult  to  support  it 
upon  principle ;  for  it  amounts  to  this,  that  in  this  particular  case 
the  party  shall  have  an  opportunity  of  making  evidence  in  his  own 
closet,  in  order  to  rebut  a  presumption  which  would  otherwise  arise 
against  him.  If  this  be  so,  the  case  must  be  regarded  as  anomalous, 
and  as  an  exception  to  the  plain  fundamental  rule,  that  a  man  shall 
not  be  permitted  to  make  evidence  for  himself.^    If,  on  the  other 

before  the  death  of  the  obligor ;  and  the  cause  was  first  tried  Trin.  1724.  Pratt, 
C.  J.,  was  of  opinion  that  this  endorsement  was  not  evidence  ]  but  the  three  other 
jadges  were  of  opinion  that  it  ought  to  have  been  left  to  the  jury,  for  they 
might  have  reason  to  believe  that  it  was  done  with  the  privity  of  the  obligor ; 
because  it  was  the  constant  practice  for  the  obligee  to  endorse  the  payment  of 
interest)  and  that  for  the  sake  of  the  obligor,  who  is  safer  by  suoh  an  endorse- 
ment than  by  taking  a  loose  receipt.  Upon  a  second  trial,  Lord  Raymond,  G. 
J.,  admitted  the  evidence,  and  a  bill  of  exceptions  was  tendered,  and  after  judfi^ 
ment  in  the  King's  Bench  for  the  plaintiff,  a  writ  of  error  was  brought  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamber  ;  and  upon  argument,  five  of  the  judges  were  of  opinion  to 
affirm,  and  two  to  reverse,  the  judgment.  The  judgment  was  afterwards  affirmed 
in  the  House  of  Lords.  In  Bamea  v.  Ransom^  1  Barn.  432,  a  similar  endorse- 
ment seems  to  have  been  admitted,  though  made  after  the  presumption  of  pay- 
ment had  taken  place.  See  Mr.  Nolan's  note  to  the  former  case,  in  his  edit,  of 
Strange  826.  In  a  copy  of  select  cases  of  evidence,  there  referred  to,  it  is  stated, 
that  at  the  sittings  after  Michaelmas  Term  at  Westminster,  6  Geo.  III.,  Lord 
Camden  said  that  he  was  never  much  pleased  with  the  determination  of  SearU 
V.  Lord  Barrington;  however,  he  said,  it  was  law:  see  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Bono.  In 
Gleadoto  v.  AtkiUj  1  Cr.  &  M.  428,  an  action  on  a  bond,  there  was  proof  of  pay- 
ment of  interest  to  a  third  person,  and  to  connect  that  with  the  bond  an  endorse- 
ment on  the  bond  by  the  obligee,  stating  that  the  bond  was  for  trust  money  for 
that  third  person,  of  even  date  with  the  bond,  was  held  to  be  admissible.  So  an 
endorsement  of  the  receipt  of  interest  on  a  promissory  note  made  by  the  payee, 
since  deceased,  was  held  admissible  to  repel  the  Statute  of  Limitations :  GcUe  v. 
Capem,  \  Ad.  &  £.  (28  E.  C.  L.  R.)  102.  In  conseqaence  of  these  decisions  the 
Stat.  9  Geo.  IV.  c.  14,  s.  3,  provided,  that  no  such  endorsement  made  by  or  on 
account  of  the  party  to  whom  such  payment  shall  be  made,  shall  take  the  case 
out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  See  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Limitations  ;  and  tit.  Bond. 
°  See  Lord  Hardwicke's  observations  in  the  case  of  Oh/n  v.  The  Bank  of  Eng- 
land, 2  Yes.  43,  and  Lord  Kenyon^s,  5  T.  R.  123  ;  and  Lord  Ellenborough^s,  in 
Bose  V.  Bryant^  Camp.  323. 
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hand,  this  farther  limitation  is  to  be  applied  to  the  reception  of  such 
evidence,  that  reasonable  proof  shall  be  adduced  to  show  that  the 
endorsement  existed  before  the  presumption  of  satisfaction  had 
arisen,  the  doctrine  seems  to  be  more  consonant  with  the  principle 
above  stated ;  a  presumption^arises  that  the  obligee  would  not  falsely 
and  wantonly  make  an  endorsement  prejudicial  to  his  own  interest  at 
the  time,"^  from  which  he  could  derive  no  benefit.  It  seems  to  be  clear, 
at  all  events,  that  such  evidence  would  be  inadmissible,  if  the  endorse- 
ment appeared  to  have  been  made  after  the  presumption  had  arisen.* 
Entries  by  which  receivers,  stewards,  bailiffs,  and  other  agents 
charge'  themselves  with  the  receipt  of  money  are  *in  general  r:4c4oo'i 
admissible  in  evidence  to  prove  the  facts  entered  after  they 
are  dead,  for  (as  it  is  said)  it  is  reasonable  to  be  presumed  that  a  man 
would  not  wantonly  charge  himself  with  any  responsibility;*  and 
evidence  to  show  that  the  party  making  the  entry  had  knowledge  of 
the  fact  is  unnecessary.*^ 

*  In  the  case  of  Glyn  v.  The  Bank  of  England^  2  Ves.  42,  Lord  Hardwicke 
said  (of  this  case)  he  took  it  that  the  ondorsements  were  made  and  bore  date 
within  twenty  years.  And  in  Turner  v.  Crisp,  2  Str.  827,  it  was  said,  the  en- 
dorsement appeared  to  have  been  made  before  it  could  be  thought  necessary  to 
make  evidence  to  encounter  the  presumption.  It  does  not  appear,  however,  from 
the  report  that  any  such  evidence  was  given. 

•  Turner  v.  Crisp,  Str.  827 ;  2  Ves.  43  ;  Serle  v.  Lord  Barrington,  Lord  Raym. 
1370. 

'  But,  although  an  entry  by  a  steward  in  his  books  in  his  own  favor,  uncon- 
nected with  other  entries  charging  himself,  is  not  evidence  of  the  facts  stated  in 
such  entry :  Knight  v.  Marquis  of  Waterfou'd,  4  Y.  &  C.  284 ;  Doe  dem,  Kinglake 
T.  Beviss,  7  C.  B.  (62  £.  G.  L.  R.)  456  ;  yet  the  mere  fact  of  the  final  balance 
upon  the  account  being  in  the  steward's  favor  does  not  affect  the  admissibility 
of  an  entry  charging  himself:  Williams  v.  Oreaves,  8  0.  &  P.  (34  E.  0.  L.  R.) 
592  *,  Bowe  v.  Brenton,  3  M.  &  R.  268.  But  there  must  be  an  admission  to  charge 
the  party  :  thus,  in  Doe  dem,  Kinglake  v.  Beviss,  7  0.  B.  (62  E.  G.  L.  R.)  456 ; 
accounts  of  the  receiver  of  one  of  the  hundreds  into  which  the  manor  of  Taunton 
Peane  is  divided,  in  which  were  entries  of  sums  received  and  paid  by  the  reeves 
from  and  to  the  woodward,  and  amongst  them  the  payment  which  was  material 
in  the  action,  were  rejected,  because  it  did  not  appear  that  the  reeve  in  any  part 
of  the  accounts  acknowledged  the  receipt  of  the  specific  sum  for  which  he  so 
claimed  credit. 

'  In  an  action  by  the  lord  for  copyhold  fines,  the  book  kept  by  the  steward  of 
all  fines  assessed,  whether  paid  or  not,  was  offered  in  evidence  to  prove  the  pay- 
ment of  fines  by  remainder-men,  as  it  was  accessible  to  all  the  copyholders,  and 
had  been  received  by  the  steward  from  his  predecessor ;  but  it  appeared  that  the 
steward  made  up  a  second  book  at  the  end  of  each  year,  in  which  he  entered  all 
fines  which  had  been  paid ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  evidence  was  inadmissible : 
Ulj/,  Dean,  &c.,  v.  Caldecott,  7  Bing.  (20  E.  0.  L.  R.)  433. 

^  Crease  v.  Barret,  1  G.,  M.  &  R.  919 ;  where  it  is  said  that  the  absence  of  such 
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r*48l1  Accordingly  it  has  been  held'  that  an  entry  in  the  ^parish 
books,  made  by  the  officers  of  one  township,  of  the  receipt 
of  a  portion  of  the  church  rates  from  the  officers  of  another  town- 
ship, was  evidence  to  charge  the  latter  with  the  payment  of  the  same 
sums  in  future ;  and  that  the  title  at  the  head  of  the  page,  stating 
the  customary  proportion  to  be  so  paid,  was  also  evidence.  A  private 
book  kept  by  a  deceased  collector  of  taxes,  containing  entries  by  him, 
acknowledging  the  receipt  of  sums  in  his  character  of  collector,  was 
also  held  to  be  admissible  evidence  in  an  action  against  his  surety, 
although  the  parties  who  had  paid  them  were  alive,  and  might  have 
been  called.^ 

In  an  action  of  trespass,  entries  by  the  steward  of  a  former  owner 
of  the  locus  in  quo  in  his  day-book,  of  sums  received  from  different 
persons  in  satisfaction  of  trespasses,  are  evidence  ;  and  it  was  held, 
that  whatever  would  have  charged  the  steward  would  be  admissible 
evidence.^ 

So,  old  rentals,  by  which  bailiffs  have  acknowledged  the  receipt  of 
moneys,  are  evidence  of  the  payment  of  such  rents,  and  of  the  right 
to  receive  them,  if  the  bailiff  or  receiver  be  dead.""    But  although  the 

knowledge  goes  to  the  weight  not  the  admissibility  of  the  entry.  Whether  a 
verbal  declaration  of  a  collector  of  rents  at  the  time  of  paying  over  money  as  to 
the  person  from  whom  he  received  it  is  evidence  against  the  latter,  qticsre,  Furs- 
don  V.  Clogg,  10  M.  &  W.  572.  A  verbal  declaration  was  treated  as  admissible 
in  The  Sussex  Peerage  case^  11  CL  &  F.  103. 

*  Stead  V.  Beaton,  4  T.  R.  669 ;  2  Ves.  42 ;  Bunb.  180 ;  Ouiram  v.  Morewood,  5 
T.  R.  121 ;  3  Wood  332.  Old  rates  made  by  the  parish  officers  of  B,  on  the 
occupiers  of  land  as  parcel  of  B,,  and  an  account  containing  an  overseer^s  ac- 
count, in  which  against  the  sum  for  which  the  occupier  had  been  assessed  crosses 
were  made,  where  held  to  be  evidence  that  the  sum  assessed  had  been  paid  by 
the  occupiers:  Plaxton  v.  Dare,  10  B.  k  C.  (21  C.  E.  L.  R.)  17. 

*  Middleton  v.  Melton,  10  B.  &  C.  (21  £.  C.  L.  R.)  317.  See  also  Doe  v.  Cart- 
wright,  R.  &  M.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  62,  and  M'Oahey  v.  AUton,  2  M.  &  W.  206. 
In  the  case  of  Whitnash  v.  George,  8  B.  &  G.  (15  £.  C.  L.  R.)  556,  it  was  held 
that  entries  made  by  a  clerk  to  bankers,  in  books  kept  by  him  in  his  capacity 
as  clerk,  were  admissible  in  evidence  after  his  death,  in  an  action  by  the  bankers 
against  his  surety,  on  a  bond  conditioned  for  the  faithful  discharge  of  his  duty 
as  such  clerk.  And  it  was  held  that  such  entries  were  admissible,  not  altogether 
(according  to  Lord  Tenterden)  as  declarations  made  by  him  against  his  interest, 
but  because  the  entries  were  made  by  him  in  those  very  books  which  it  was  his 
duty  as  such  clerk  to  keep  *,  and,  per  Bay  ley,  J.,  the  case  of  Ooss  v.  Watlington, 
3  B.  &  B.  (7  £.  C.  L.  R.)  132,  was  decided  on  the  same  principle. 

»  Barry  v.  Beddington,  4  T.  R.  514. 

■  Manning  v.  Lechmere,  1  Atk.  458 ;  Musgrave  v.  Em)nerson,  10  Q.  B.  (59  E. 
C.  L.  R.)  326,  post,  note  {p,)  Where  customary  payments  were  entered  as  such 
in  ancient  receiver's  accounts,  but  were  not  uniformly  in  the  same  language,  or 
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account  of  a  bailiff  *or  steward,  who  by  marking  particular  r*4oo-i 
items  of  receipt  appears  to  have  collected  them,  be  evidence, 
it  must  appear  from  the  subscription  of  his  name  or  othenvise*^  that 
it  was  part  of  the  account  of  the  steward  or  bailiff;  for,  in  the  absence 
of  such  evidence,  it  may  be  nothing  more  than  a  leaf  drawn  out  of  a 
book  by  the  lord  of  the  manor  himself.^ 

in  precise  longaage,  they  were  held  evidenoe  of  the  custom :  Duke  of  Beaufort 
V.  Smith,  4  Ex.  450. 

"  Entries  in  a  deceased  agenVs  accounts;  charging  him  with  receipts,  although 
not  in  his  handwriting,  but  sijgned  by  him,  are  admissible :  Doe  v.  Staca/y  5  C. 
&  P.  (25  £.  G.  L.  R.)  139.  A  book  in  the  handwriting  of  ^.  B.,  purporting  to 
contain  accounts  of  tithes  collected  by  him  seventy  years  ago,  cannot  be  read 
in  evidence  without  proof  that  A,  B,  was  collector  of  tithes  at  the  time :  Short 
v.  Lee,  2  Jan.  &  W.  464 ;  but  the  statutes  of  an  ecclesiastical  corporation  aggre- 
gate enjoying  the  appointment  of  collectors,  together  with  the  internal  evidence 
of  the  documents,  and  their  coming  out  of  the  proper  custody,  amounts  to  sufiS- 
dent  proof  that  the  parties  were  really  collectors :  Ibid.  In  case  for  disturbance 
of  the  plaintiff's  market,  accounts  signed  li^  a  party  styling  himself  the  steward's 
clerk,  without  any  evidence  to  show  that  he  was  such  dehors  the  papers  them- 
selves, and  not  purporting  to  charge  the  party  whose  signature  they  bore,  were 
on  motion  held  to  be  inadmissible,  and  the  court  not  being  satisfied  that  such 
evidence  might  not  have  weighed  with  the  jury,  granted  a  new  trial :  De  Rutzen, 
Baron  v.  Farr^  4  Ad.  &  E.  (31  E.  C.  L.  R.)  53. 

A  deceased  receiver  had  rendered  annual  accounts  to  his  employer  of  rents 
received  by  him  from  property  at  H.  They  were  not  signed  by  any  one. 
Another  was  in  the  handwriting  of  a  deceased  clerk,  but  on  it  the  receiver  had 
written  II.  rents.  Another  was  in  the  writing  of  the  receiver's  son,  who  proved 
that  he  made  it  out  by  his  father's  authority,  and  that  it  was  rendered  to  the 
employer  in  the  usual  course.  They  were  all  received  by  Lord  Denman,  G.  J., 
in  evidence:  Doe  dem,  Sturt  v.  Mohhs,  Gar  &  M.  (41  E.  0.  L.  R.)  11.  And 
entries  of  a  deceased  officer  charging  himself  were  received,  though  written  by 
his  agent  authorised  for  the  purpose,  without  calling  the  agent,  and  such 
authority  is  shown  by  the  officer  producing  them  at  an  audit :  Doe  d,  Oraham 
v.  Bawkins,  2  Q.  B.  (42  E.  C.  L.  R.)  212. 

*  Frankes  v.  Gary,  2  Atk.  140.  And  where  bailiff's  accounts  were  not  signed, 
bat  were  drawn  out  in  four  columns,  in  the  first  and  second  of  which  the  tenants' 
names  and  the  amount  to  be  paid  by  each  were  entered  in  the  handwriting  of 
the  landlord ;  and  in  the  third  and  fourth  the  amounts  received  and  the  date  of 
the  receipt  were  entered  in  the  handwriting  of  a  deceased  steward,  they  were 
received  by  Coleridge,  J. :  Doe  dem,  Bodenham  v.  Colcombe,  Gar  &  M.  (41  E.  G. 
L.  R.)  155. 

A  computus  purporting  by  the  title  to  be  that  of  Thomas  Rohyn,  propositus 
or  reeve  of  Padstow  in  the  33d  year  of  Hen.  VI.,  containing  receipts  of  moneys 
fvith  which  he  charged  himself,  and  brought  from  the  muniment  room  of  the 
plaintiff  who  claimed  under  the  grantee  of  the  port,  was  admitted  by  Lord  Den- 
man, although  not  signed,  and  there  was  no  proof  that  it  was  in  the  receiver's 
handwriting ;  and  it  was  said  that  such  documents  of  the  same  age  were  never 
signed :  Brune  y.  Thompson,  Car.  &  M.  (41  E.  G.  L.  R.)  34. 
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r*48^1  *tIpon  a  question,  whether  certain  ancient  rentals,  pre- 
served in  the  archives  of  the  dean  and  chapter  of  Exeter* 
were  entries  made  by  their  receivers,  charging  themselves  with  the 
receipt  of  rents,  it  was  held,  that  the  books  of  modem  receivers  were 
not  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  laying  a  foundation  by  comparison, 
and  of  showing  that  the  ancient  books  kept  in  the  same  manner,  and 
containing  similar  entries  of  receipts  and  payments,  were  also  re- 
ceivers' books,  and  entitled  to  be  read  in  evidence  as  such.'  But  if 
from  the  inspection  of  such  ancient  books,  and  the  language  of  the 
entries,  it  appear  probable  that  they  were  in  fact  receivers'  books,  it 
seems  that  they  are  admissible  in  evidence.*^ 

Thus  in  an  action  by  the  corporation  of  *Exeter,  for  petty 
*-  -'  customs  and  port  duties  on  goods  landed  at  Teignmouth,  the 
plaintiffs,  to  show  the  receipt  of  such  dues  in  former  times,  produced 
a  series  of  accounts  purporting  to  be  the  receipts  by  the  receivers  of 
the  city.  It  was  proved  that  the  receivers'  accounts  were  regularly 
audited,  and  that  no  one  could,  at  the  time  to  which  the  evidence  re- 
lated, be  mayor  till  he  had  been  receiver  and  had  his  accounts  audited. 
Down  to  a  certain  time  the  accounts  were  not  signed  at  all ;  after- 
wards they  were  regularly  signed  by  the  auditors  only.  One  entry 
of  this  latter  class  stated  a  receipt  by  a  receiver,  J3.,  of  a  sum  for 
town  dues  from  TT.,  and  with  this  was  found  a  paper  stating  that  B. 
had  received  a  sum  for  town  dues  almost  exactly  corresponding  with 
that  stated  in  the  entry  and  bearing  date  at  the  same  time.  No  evi- 
dence was  given  of  the  handwriting  of  the  latter  paper,  but  B.  and 

P  Doe  V.  Thynne,  10  East  206. 

4  In  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Thynntj  10  Jlast  206,  the  language  of  several  entries 
imported  that  N.  W»  waa  therein  accounting  to  the  Dean  and  Chapter  for  money 
paid  to  himself,  with  the  receipt  of  which  he  debited  himself  by  the  words  solvit 
mihif  and  solvit  per  me;  and  the  Coartof  King^s  Bench  were  of  opinion  that  the 
books  which  had  been  rejected  at  the  former  trial  ought  again  to  be  submitted 
to  the  consideration  of  the  jury.  So  in  order  to  prove  payment  of  fee-farm 
rents  for  three  years  previously  to  21  st  January,  1731  (for  the  purpose  of  satis- 
fying the  requirements  of  4  Geo.  II.  c.  28,  s.  5],  books  were  produced  from  the 
custody  of  the  present  receiver,  who  had  charge  of  the  rental^  and  title-deeds, 
containing  rent  rolls  for  many  years,  with  entries  of  sums  received  in  respect  of 
several  rents,  and  among  them  that  in  question,  but  not  signed.  A  paper 
was  also  produced  from  the  same  custody,  signed  by  E.  B.,  deceased,  styling  him- 
self an  accountant  debtor  to  the  claimants  ancestor,  wherein  he  charged  him. 
self  with  the  receipt  of  an  aggregate  of  rents,  not  stating  the  items,  correspond- 
ing with  the  amount  in  the  books.  The  court  held  that  the  paper  containini^ 
the  accounts  and  the  books  were  sufficiently  connected  and  were  evidence  to 
prove  the  seisin  of  the  rent  in  question :  Musgrave  v.  Emmerson,  10  Q.  B.  (59 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  326. 
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W.  were  dead,  and  the  documents  were  more  than  thirty  years  old. 
Although  the  third  person  was  used  thrgughout  in  these  documents, 
and  no  one  stated  the  receipt  to  have  been  "by  me,"  they  were  held 
to  be  admissible.' 

A  book  of  accounts,  kept  by  an  executor  and  trustee  of  an  estate 
directed  to  collect  and  apply  the  rents  for  the  benefit  of  the  cestui 
que  trusty  is  admissible  as  charging  himself,  to  prove  seisin  in  a  writ 
of  right.'  So  the  book  of  a  bursar  of  a  college  is  said  to  be  evidence 
as  to  money  paid  by  him,  or  received  to  the  use  of  a  stranger.^ 

Where  a  bill  of  lading  had  been  signed  by  a  master  of  a  vessel, 
since  deceased,  for  goods  received  by  him  to  be  *delivered 
to  a  consignee  or  his  assigns,  on  his  paying  freight,  the  docu-  *-  -^ 
ment  was  held  to  be  evidence  to  show  that  the  consignee  had  an  in- 
surable interest  in  the  goods  ;""  but  if,  in  such  case  the  master  should 
guard  his  acknowledgment  by  saying,  "  contents  unknown,"  so  that 
he  does  not  charge  himself  with  the  receipt  of  any  goods  in  particular, 
the  bill  of  lading,  it  is  said,  would  not  be  evidence  either  of  the 
quantity  of  the  goods,  or  of  property  in  the  consignee.^ 

In  the  case  of  Pyke  v.  Grouchy*  it  was  held,  that  a  letter  written 
by  a  stranger  to  a  testator,  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  a  will,  was 
evidence  to  show  that  such  a  will  had  been  sent  by  the  testator. 

Upon  the  same  principle  other  entries  and  declarations  against  the 
pecuniary  or  proprietary  interest?^  of  the  persons  making  them 
have  been  held  admissible  after  their  deaths.  Thus  where  A.,  a 
tenant  for  life,  with  a  limited  power  of  leasing,  reserving  the  ancient 
rent,  received  a  letter  from  his  confidential  agent,  containing  an 
account  of  the  tenants  and  rents,  on  which  the  tenant  for  life  en- 
dorsed the  words,  "  a  particular  of  my  estate,"  and  handed  it  down 
to  J?.,  the  succeeding  tenant  for  life,  who  had  a  like  limited 
power  of  leasing,  by  whom  it  was  preserved  and  handed  down, 
amongst  the  muniments  of  the  estate,  to  the  first  tenant  in  tail,  it 

'  Mayor  of  Exeter  v.  Warren,  5  Q.  B.  (48  E.  C.  L.  R.)  773. 

•  Spiers  v.  Morris^  9  Bing.  (23  E.  C.  L.  R.)  687. 

•  Anon.y  Lord  Raym.  745.     Qu,,  Under  what  circamstances  ?    The  report  is 
a  very  loose  one.    It  appears  to  mean  against  the  bursar. 

•  Per  Lawrence,  J.,  Haddaw  v.  Parry,  3  Taunt.  303. 
^  Ibid. 

»  Ld.  Raym.  730.    And  see  Marks  v.  Lahee,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
408. 

y  These  statements,  in  order  to  be  receivable  as  being  made  against  the  party's 
interest,  must  be  made  while  the  interest  continues,  and  are  inadmissible  if 
luade  after  its  termination  :  Crease  y.  Barrett,  1  C,  M.  &  R.  910 ;  Lord  TrimleS' 
town  T.  KemmiSf  9  CI.  &  F.  779. 
29 
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was  held  that  the  document  was  evidence  for  the  first  tenant  in  tail 
against  the  lessee  of  J?.,  in  order  to  show  that  the  rent  reserved  by 
J3.,  the  tenant  for  life,  was  less  than  the  ancient  rent  which  was 
reserved  at  the  time  to  which  the  paper  referred,  the  paper  having 
been  accredited  by  the  then  owner  of  the  estate,  who  had  the  means 
of  knowing  the  fact,  and  who  had  an  interest  the  *other 
^  ^  way ;  viz.^  to  diminish  the  rent,  in  order  to  increase  his  fine 
upon  a  renewal  under  the  power.' 

Where  the  question  was  as  to  the  property  in  a  horse  seized  by 
the  defendant  under  a  heriot  custom,  a  declaration  by  A,  JS,y  a  third 
person,  that  he  had  given  up  his  farm  and  all  his  stock  to  the 
plaintiff,  was  held  to  be  admissible  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  purpose 
of  proving  that  the  horse  belonged  to  the  plaintiff  before  the  death 
of  A.  B." 

But  it  must  appear  that  such  declaration  or  entry  was  against  the 
interest  of  the  party  making  it,  in  order  to  be  admissible ;  and  if  it 
do  not  so  appear  it  will  be  rejected.  Thus,  in  Reg.  v.  Inhabitants  of 
Worth^^  an  entry  by  a  deceased  master  in  a  book  in  which  he  was 
in  the  habit  of  entering  the  hirings  of  his  servants,  which  was  as 
follows :  "April  4th,  1824.  W.  Worrell  came,  and  to  have  for  the 
half-year,  40«.  September  29.  Paid  this  <£2.  Oct.  27.  Came 
*again  and  to  have  1«.  per  week  to  March  25th,  1825,  is 
I-         -■  twenty-one  weeks,  two  days,  £1  la.  6d.     25th.     Paid  this ;" 

'  Eoe  dem.  Brune  v.  Rowlings^  1  East  291. 

*  Ivatt  y.  Finch^  1  Taunt.  141.  Note,  that  in  this  case  the  defendant  olaimed 
through  A,  B.j  upon  whose  death  he  became  entitled  to  a  particular  portion  of  his 
personal  property  as  a  heriot.  And  see  CotUe  v.  Braham,  3  Ex.  183.  A.  had 
taken  the  goods  of  B,  in  execution,  and  the  sheriff  having  executed  a  bill  of  sale 
to  him,  B,  was  permitted  to  remain  in  possession,  and  the  sheriff  afterwards 
took  the  same  goods  in  execution  at  the  suit  of  another  creditor  of  B,  In  an 
action  by  A.  against  the  sheriff  for  the  goods,  it  was  held,  that  the  declarations 
of  ^.  as  to  the  property  of  the  goods,  and  that  A.^s  execution  was  merely  color- 
able, were  admissible  for  the  sheriff:  Willies  y.  Farley,  3  C.  &  P.  (14  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  395  J  and  see  Prosser  v.  Gwillim,  1  C.  &  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  95;  Qully  v. 
Bishop  ofExeteVj  5  Bing.  (15  E.  C.  L.  R.)  171.  But  a  declaration  by  a  former 
occupier  of  land,  over  which  the  plaintiff  claims  an  easement,  is  not  admissible 
against  the  latter :  Scholes  v.  Chadwickj  2  M.  &  Rob.  507.  In  trover  by  a  pur. 
chaser  of  goods  afterwards  sold  by  the  defendant  (the  sheriff)  under  a  Ji,  fa,j 
statement  by  the  vendor  and  execution  debtor  was  held  by  Wlghtman,  J.,  to  be 
inadmissible  for  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  claiming  adversely  to,  and  not  under 
the  debtor :  Roberts  v.  Justice,  1  C.  &  K.  (47  E.  G.  L.  R.)  93.  The  same  point 
was  so  ruled  in  Stothert  v.  James,  Ibid.  121,  by  Maule,  J.,  who  observed  that 
the  execution  creditor  claims  adversely  to  the  debtor. 

M  Q.  B.  (45  E.  C.  L.  R.)  132. 
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was  tendered  in  evidence  to  prove  the  hiring  in  a  settlement  case, 
but  was  held  inadmissible,  on  the  ground  that  as  it  merely  showed  a 
contract  which  must  be  supposed  to  be  made  on  equitable  terms,  the 
entry  was  not  against  the  interest  of  the  master. 

The  declarations  of ^  deceased  tenants  have  in  many  instances  been 
admitted  in  evidence,  on  matters  connected  with  their  tenancies, 
principally,  as  it  seems,  upon  the  ground  that  their  declarations  were 
made  against  their  own  interest. 

In  Doe  V.  Williams,^  the  question  was,  whether  Mrs.  Galton  (from 
whom  the  defendant  claimed)  was  in  possession  of  the  premises  at  the 
time  when  she  levied  a  fine  ;  and  evidence  was  admitted  by  Lord  Mans- 
field of  a  conversation  between  Mrs.  Gallon  and  Mrs.  Pearce  (who  was 
living,  but  interested  as  being  the  present  tenant,)  in  which  the  one 
admitted  that  she  had  paid  the  rent  to  the  other  as  her  land-  r4e4QQ'i 
lord,  and  the  other  admitted  that  she  had  "^received  the  rent.* 

*  Oral  declarations  depend  partly  upon  the  same  principles  with  written 
entries,  bat  are  far  weaker  in  degree ;  they  are  usually  made  with  less  delibera- 
tion, are  more  likely  to  be  loosely  and  wantonly  made,  and  are  usually  uncon- 
nected with  any  regular  course  and  routine  of  business.  The  declarations  of 
tenants  are  not  evidence  against  reversioners,  although  their  acts  may  be.  Per 
Patteson,  J.,  in  Tickle  v.  Brown^  4  Ad  &  £.  (31  £.  C.  L.  R.)  278.  Such  decla- 
rations, to  be  admissible,  must  have  been  made  during  the  tenancy :  Lord  Trim- 
Ustown  V.  Kemmiss,  9  CI.  &  F.  779. 

^  Cowp.  621.  Trustees  allow  one  who  had  an  equitable  life  estate  to  receive 
the  rents  and  profits.  The  latter,  while  in  such  receipt,  executes  a  deed  reciting 
the  trust,  and  that  he  is  in  possession  by  permission  of  the  trustees.  This  re- 
cital was  held  admissible  for  the  trustees,  being  made  in  derogation  of  the 
apparent  right  of  the  cestui  que  trust  to  be  considered  as  owner  of  the  fee  :  Doe 
dem.  Daniel  v.  Coulthredj  7  Ad.  &  E.  (34  £.  C.  L.  R.)  235.  So  a  declaration  by 
one  actually  managing  property,  that  he  does  so  in  the  name  of  another,  is  ad- 
missible evidence  for  the  latter:  Baron  de  Bode' a  case,  8  Q.  B.  (55  £.  C.  L.  R.) 
207. 

*  It  is  observable  that  the  verdict,  notwithstanding  the  admission  of  the  evi- 
dence, was  for  the  plaintiff;  consequently  no  question  was  afterwards  made 
before  the  court  as  to  the  admissibility  of  this  evidence.  The  evidence  itself 
appears  to  have  been  extremely  loose,  the  witness  not  stating  either  the  occasion 
or  the  terms  of  the  converisation,  but  merely  that  he  remembered  a  conversation, 
in  which  the  one  admitted  that  she  had  paid  the  other  rent  as  her  landlord,  and 
the  other  that  she  had  received  rent  from  her  as  tenant.  Much  in  such  a  case 
would  depend  on  the  object  of  the  conversation,  as  well  as  the  terms :  a  settle- 
ment of  account  between  the  parties  as  landlord  and  tenant,  as  it  would  bind 
both,  would  weigh  in  evidence  as  an  act  done,  in  the  same  manner  as  payment 
of  rent.  A  declaration  by  a  tenant  in  possession,  since  deceased,  that  he  then 
paid  rent  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  made  within  twenty  years,  is  evidence  of 
title  against  the  defendant,  who  had  said  that  he  was  tenant  to  II. :  Doe  v. 
Beckett,  4  Q.  B.  (45  E.  C.  L.  R.)  601.    Receipts  for  rent  given  by  two  successiye 
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In  Davies  v.  Pearce^  which  was  an  action  of  replevin,  the  ques- 
tion was,  whether  the  Zo(?tM  in  quo  was  parcel  of  the  tenement 
B. ;  evidence  was  offered  by  the  plaintiff  of  declarations  by  deceased 
tenants  of  the  locus  in  quoy  which  was  part  of  L.,  that  they  rented 
L.  of  Mr.  Evan%y  who  was  never  the  owner  of  B. ;  that  one  tenant 
had  said,  that  he  paid  Mr.  JSvans  five  shillings  yearly,  and  a 
quarter  of  mutton  for  L.,  and  that  he  was  then  going  to  pay  that 
rent  to  the  said  J.  Evans  for  the  said  L. ;  and  that  he  had  ordered 
his  servant  to  herd  some  cattle  at  L.,  saying,  that  otherwise  he  could 
not  afford  to  pay  Mr.  Evans  his  rent.  And  that  another  tenant  had 
prevented  a  person  from  cutting  rushes  on  L.,  and  threatened  that 
he  would  tell  Mr.  Evans,  his  landlord,  of  his  cutting  the  rushes ;  and 
once  took  the  rushes  from  that  person,  and  told  him  that  they 
belonged  to  Mr.  Evans.  And  that  forty  years  ago  T.  M.  rented  L. 
for  one  year,  and  said  that  he  paid  rent  either  to  Mr.  Evans  or  his 
r*4RQ1  ™^^^®^'  ^^'^3  evidence  was  rejected  at  the  trial,  and  a  bill 
*of  exceptions  was  therefore  tendered ;  but  the  court  of  E. 
B.  was  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  was  admissible ,'  Ashhurst,  J., 
observing,  that  the  fact  of  cutting  rushes  was  decisive,  and  Buller, 
J.,  adding,  that  the  other  question,  relating  to  the  tenant's  declara- 
tion that  he  had  paid  rent  for  the  premises,  had  been  decided  in  the 
cases  of  Holloway  v.  Rakes,  and  Doe  v.  Williams.^ 

In  the  case  of  Holloway  v.  Makes,^  cited  by  Mr.  J.  Buller,  the 
question  was,  whether  the  devisor  of  an  estate  twenty-seven  years 

landlords  for  many  years  to  the  tenant,  and  preserved  by  the  later,  are  receivable 
to  show  the  seisin  of  those  landlords :  Doe  d,  Blayney  v.  Savage,  1  C.  &  E.  (47 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  487. 

'  2  T.  R.  53. 

'  It  was  not  essential,  in  this  case,  that  the  court  shoald  give  a  decided  opinion 
on  the  mere  declarations  of  the  tenants,  since  other  evidence  had  been  rejected ; 
viz,,  of  the  fact  of  cutting  down  the  rushes,  and  the  accompanying  declaration 
which  rendered  it  incumbent  to  award  tivenire  de novo.  Mr.  J.  Ashhurst  seems 
to  have  founded  his  judgment  upon  that  point  only :  Mr.  J.  Buller  indeed  went 
farther,  and  intimated  his  opinion  upon  the  bare  declarations.  It  is,  however,  to 
be  observed,  that  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Williams  does  not  support  that  opinion  to 
the  full  extent ;  for  these  the  evidence  did  not  rest  as  a  mere  declaration  to  a 
stranger,  but  occurred  in  the  course  of  conversation  between  the  parties,  as  to  a 
supposed  account  between  them  as  landlord  and  tenant  *,  it  was  of  the  same 
nature,  though  weaker  as  evidence  of  an  actual  payment;  and  if  the  letting 
was  by  parol,  it  would  have  been  difficult  to  have  given  other  evidence  of  the 
relation  between  the  parties  than  their  actual  dealings  and  communications  on 
the  subject. 

^  Supra,  note  (d). 

»  2  T.  R.  65. 
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ago,  of  which  there  had  been  no  possession  was  seised  ;  and  a  decla- 
ration of  a  tenant  in  possession  at  that  time,  that  he  held  as  tenant 
to  the  devisor,  was  admitted.  And  the  court  afterwards  held  that  it 
had  been  properly  admitted.^ 

*In  the  case  of  Peaceable  v.  Watson^^  it  was  held,  that  the  p^  .q^-, 
declaration  of  a  deceased  tenant,  of  his  holding  the  land  of  a  ^  *^  -' 
particular  person,  was  evidence  to  prove  the  seisin  of  the  latter,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  declaration  was  against  his  own  interest,  since  it 
might  have  been  made  use  of  as  evidence  against  him. 

In  the  case  of  Walker  v.  Broadstocky'^  where  the  plaintiff  claimed 
a  prescriptive  right  of  common,  par  cause  de  vicinage^  as  appurte- 
nant to  his  messuage,  it  was  held  that  a  declaration  of  forty  years 
c^go?  ^7  &  former  occupier,  since  dead,  of  the  plaintiff's  messuage, 
that  his  cattle  had  been  impounded  on  Corse  Lawn  (where  common 
was  claimed),  was  admissible ;  and  also  that  declarations  by  another 
occupier,  thoagh  still  living,  of  his  opinion  that  he  had  no  such  right 
of  common  appurtenant  to  the  messuage,  were  admissible  on  the 
general  ground  that  the  declarations  of  tenants  against  their  own 

^  It  is  to  be  remarked,  that  the  court  seem  to  havedoabted  upon  the  propriety 
of  admitting  such  evidence  in  general,  since  they  resorted  to  another  principle  to 
support  the  admission  in  that  case,  namely,  the  probability  that  the  defendant 
derived  title  from  the  tenant  who  made  the  admission,  and  was  therefore  bound 
by  it  See,  however,  Doe  v.  Green,  1  Gow  (5  B.  C.  L.  R.)  227.  In  Doe  dem. 
Earl  Spencer  v.  Beckett,  4  Q.  B.  (45  £.  C.  L.  R.)  601,  the  land  in  question  had 
been  conveyed  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  fifty  years  before  the  action  was 
brought ;  he  had  not  occupied,  but  one  who  had  done  so  proved 'payment  of  rent 
by  himself  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  within  thirty-three  years,  when  H.  began 
to  occupy ;  declarations  by  H,  that  he  was  then  paying  rent  to  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff,  made  within  twenty  years  of  the  commencement  of  the  action,  were 
proved.  The  defendant  had  acknowledged  that  he  held  of  ff.  It  was  con- 
sidered that  he  was  bound  by  the  evidence  which  was  good  against  ff.,  and  that 
payment  of  rent  by  him  was  proved.  This  was  so  held  where  the  question  was 
whether  the  payment  of  rent  was  proved  so  as  to  satisfy  sect.  8  of  the  statute  3 
&  4  Will.  IV.  c.  27. 

'  4  Taunt.  16.  It  would  also  be  evidence  against  future  occupiers,  although 
they  did  not  claim  through  that  person :  Doe  dem,  Linsey  v.  Edwards,  5  A.  & 
E.  (31  E.  C.  L.  R.)  95. 

*  Esp.  C.  458.  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  in  this  case  the  statements  of  a  former 
tenant  who  was  alive  were  received,  but  this  would  rather  appear  to  be  erroneous. 
Declarations  by  a  party  through  whom  the  opposite  party  claims,  are  admissible 
against  him,  though  that  person  be  alive ;  but  this  is  upon  a  totally  distinct 
principle,  there  being  a  privity  between  the  two.  The  declarations  by  a  stranger 
as  against  his  interest  are  not  admissible  during  his  life :  see  Phillips  v  Cole,  10 
Ad.  &  £.  (37  £.  G.  L.  R.)  106 ;  and  see  the  distinction,  1  Ad.  &  £.  (28  £.  0.  L. 
R.)  114. 
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rights  are  evidence.  These  cases  seem  to  have  established  the  prin- 
ciple that  such  declarations  are  admissible  on  the  ground  of  being 
against  interest ;  but  it  cannot  but  be  remarked  that  such  evidence, 
to  say  the  least,  is  exceedingly  weak. 

r*d.Qn  *'^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  Barker  v.  Rap^  an  issue  was  directed  by 
L  J  the  Court  of  Chancery,  to  try  whether  Edmund  Barker^  the 
elder,  by  his  will  (since  his  death  succeeded,  &c.,  by  Edmund  Barker^ 
his  nephew),  devised  certain  estates,  &c.  Upon  the  trial  evidence 
was  offered  of  declarations  made  by  Elizabeth  Barker^  the  widow  of 
Edmund  the  nephew,  both  before  and  after  the  death  of  Edmund 
the  nephew,  tending  to  show  that  her  husband  and  the  other  nephews 
were  only  tenants  for  life.  The  evidence  was  rejected,  and  the  jury 
having  found  for  the  defendants,  the  Lord  Chancellor,  on  an  appli- 
cation made  by  the  plaintiff  for  a  new  trial;  on  the  ground  (amongst 
others)  that  the  evidence  ought  to  have  been  received,  refused  it, 
without  deeming  it  to  be  necessary  to  give  any  opinion  as  to  the  ad- 
missibility of  the  evidence.  Here  it  is  observable,  that  the  declara- 
tions offered  in  evidence  were  neither  coupled  with  any  act,  nor  made 
in  the  discharge  of  any  office  or  duty,  but  were  the  mere  voluntary 
declarations  of  the  wife  on  her  husband's  affairs. 

Declarations,  however,  not  merely  in  derogation  of  the  title  of  the 
party  making  them,  but  whereby  that  party  also  gains  an  advantage, 
are  not  admissible  under  this  rule.*^ 

In  some  instances,  as  will  afterwards  be  more  particularly  con- 
sidered under,  the  head  of  Admissions,  the  declarations  of  a  former 
owner  are  evidence  in  respect  of  the  subject-matter  of  ownership.* 

*  Doe  V.  Wainwrighi,  8  Ad.  k  £.  (35  £.  C.  L.  R.)  691.  In  this  case  a  devisee 
for  life  ander  the  will  of  her  late  husband,  conveyed  the  premises  by  a  deed 
which  recited  an  outstanding  mortgage  of  the  husband,  and  purported  to  be 
made  in  consideration  of  forbearance  to  her  as  executrix,  and  of  advances 
made  to  her.  And  see  Reg,  v.  Worthy  supra ;  Doe  v.  Lewis,  20  L.  J.,  G.  P. 
177. 

*  See  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Adkissions.  In  Woolu>ay  v.  Eotoe,  1  Ad.  k  £.  (28  £.  G.  L. 
R.)  114,  the  question  was  whether  Scorhill  was  parcel  of  plaintiff ^s  estate,  or 
part  of  the  waste  of  a  manor,  the  plaintiff  having  no  other  interest  than  right 
to  turn  on  cattle ;  and  evidence  was  admitted  of  a  declaration  by  a  former 
owner  and  occupier  of  plaintiff^s  estate,  that  he  had  no  right  to  enclose  the 
down  (the  locus  in  ^uo,)  although  the  former  owner  was  alive,  and  in  the  court, 
on  the  ground  of  identity  of  interest;  and,  consequently,  as  an  admission. 
Semble,  that  the  principle,  such  as  it  is,  of  admitting  such  evidence  is  to  explain 
a  negative,  i.  e.,  the  omission  to  enclose.  An  act  of  enjoyment,  or  of  right 
exercised,  is  admissible ;  as  an  accompanying  declaration  is  also  evidence  to 
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And  such  declarations  *are  admissible  as  original  evidence,  pj^ ^qo-i 
although  the  person  who  made  them  be  still  living  f*  decla-  ^  -^ 
rations,  however,  made  after  such  interest  has  ceased  are  not  admis- 
sible.'i 

The  second  class  of  entries'  by  third  persons,  to  which  allusion 
has  been  made  as  being  admissible  in  evidence,  is  that  which  com- 
prises memoranda  or  statements  made  *in  the  ordinary  p^^^Qo-i 
course  of  business  by  persons  since  deceased,  upon  whom  ^  -' 
the  duty  of  making  them  has  been  imposed.  The  most  familiar  in- 
stance of  this  class  is  Lord  TorringtorCs  ease,*  There  the  evidence 
was,  that  according  to  the  usual  course  of  the  plaintiff's  dealings,  the 
draymen  came  every  night  to  the  clerk  of  the  brew-house,  and  gave 
him  an  account  of  the  beer  delivered  out,  which  he  set  down  in  a 
book  to  which  the  draymen  set  their  hands,  and  that  the  drayman 
was  dead,  but  that  it  was  his  hand  set  to  the  book ;  and  it  was  held 
to  be  good  evidence  of  a  delivery. 

In  the  case  of  Clerk  v.  Bedford^  where  the  plaintiff,  to  prove  a 

explain  the  nature  of  th^  act  And  Memble,  a  declaration  may  be  also  evidence 
to  explain  why  the  party  abstained. 

In  a  quare  impedit  between  the  Irish  Society  and  the  Bishop  of  Berry ^  the 
Bishop  claimed  the  right  of  patronage  of  the  living  of  Camus,  in  Londonderry, 
within  his  diocese.  A  surrender  (not  confirmed  by  the  dean  and  chapter)  by  a 
former  bishop  to  the  Grown  of  all  the  livings  in  Londonderry,  coupled  with  a 
grant  from  the  Grown  dated  two  days  after  the  surrender,  reciting  that  all  the 
livings  in  that  county  had  anciently  belonged  to  the  see,  were  held  admissible 
as  an  admission  by  the  Grown  of  that  fact  against  the  Society,  who  proved  that 
before  the  date  of  that  grant  the  Grown  had  entered  into  articles  of  agreement 
with  the  Society  to  grant  them  the  livings  in  that  county,  of  which  the  living 
in  question  was  one:  Irish  Society  v.  Bishop  of  Derry,  12  €1.  &  F.  641.  So 
letters  from  the  Crown  to  successive  bishops  of  Derry,  directing  them  to  perform 
the  covenants  in  that  grant,  were  held  admissible :  Ibid.  Declarations  by  per- 
sons holding  a  negotiable  security,  under  the  same  title,  are  admissible ;  but 
the  right  of  a  party  holding  under  a  good  title  is  not  to  be  cut  down  by  the 
acknowledgment  of  a  former  owner  that  he  had  no  title.  Per  Parke,  J.,  1  Ad. 
&  £.  (28  E.  C.  L.  R.)  116.  And  see  Beauchamp  v.  Parry,  I  B.  &  Ad.  (20  E.  G. 
L.  R.)  89 ;  Borough  v.  White,  4  B.  &  C.  (10  E.  G.  L.  R.)  325 ;  Phillips  v.  Cole, 
(37  E.  C.  L.  R.)  106. 

P 1  Ad.  &  E.  (28  E.  C.  L.  R.)  114. 

*Doe  V.  Webber,  I  Ad.  &  E.  (28  E.  C.  L.  R.)  733;  3  N.  &  M.  (28  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
586 ;  Lord  TrinUestone  v.  Kemmis,  9  CI.  &  F.  779 ;  and  see  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Admis- 
sions. 

'  It  would  seem  that  oral  declarations  made  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business 
would,  under  like  circumstances,  be  admissible,  as  well  as  written  entries ;  see 
per  Lord  Campbell,  Sussex  Peerage  case,  11  CI.  &  F.  113. 

•  B.  N.  P.  285 ;  1  Salk.  285 ;  1  Smith's  L.  G.  139. 

•B.N.  P.  282;  M.5Geo.n. 
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delivery,  produced  a  book  which  belonged  to  his  cooper,  who  was 
dead,  but  his  name  set  to  several  articles,  as  wine  delivered  to  the 
defendant,  the  evidence  was  rejected  by  Lord  Raymond,  who  dis- 
tinguished it  from  Lord  TornngtorC%  ctMe^  because  there  the  witness 
saw  the  draymen  sign  the  book  every  night.^ 

In  the  case  of  Pitman  v.  Maddox^^  in  an  action  upon  a  tailor's 
bill,  a  shop-book  was  produced,  written  by  one  of  the  plaintiff's  ser- 
vants,  who  was  dead ;  and  upon  proof  of  the  death  of  the  servant, 
and  that  he  used  to  make  such  entries^  it  was  allowed  to  be  good  evi- 
dence of  the  delivery  of  the  goods.'    From  these  cases  it  may  be 

■  Lord  Raym.  732 ;   2  Salk.  690.  "  See  B.  N.  P.  282. 

^  The  memoraDda  of  acts  by  a  persoa  who  is  dead,  and  whose  duty  it  was  in 
the  course  of  the  business  he  had  undertaken  to  do  the  acts  and  make  the 
memoranda  of  them,  is  competent  evidence  for  the  consideration  of  a  jury  to 
prove  that  the  acts  were  done :  Welsh  v.  Barrett,  15  Mass.  380.  Thus  where 
the  messenger  in  a  bank,  whose  duty  it  was  to  deliver  notices  to  makers  and 
endorsers  of  promissory  notes  and  to  make  a  memorandum  thereof,  in  a  book 
kept  by  him  for  that  purpose,  had  made  such  memoranda ;  it  was  held  that  the 
book,  the  messenger  being  dead,  was  competent  evidence  to  prove  the  fact  of 
notice,  according  to  the  memoranda  therein  made  by  him:  Ibid.  So  the  entries 
made  by  a  merchant's  clerk,  he  being  dead,  may  be  received  as  evidence,  in 
a  case  proper  for  the  admission  of  a  merchant's  books  as  evidence:  Ibid^ 
(This  case  was  fully  recognized  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  in  NicholU  v.  Webb,  8  Wheat.  326).  So  after  a  lapse  of  ten 
years,  it  was  held  that  a  written  memorandum  made  at  the  time  of  the 
transaction,  as  to  notice  of  protest  of  a  note,  may  be  read  in  evidence  in 
connection  with  other  evidence.  The  memorandum  was  on  the  back  of  the 
note ;  the  demand,  protest  and  notice  were  signed  by  the  notary,  and  these  were 
held  admissible :  Hart  ei  al,  v.  Wilson,  2  Wend.  513  ;  (HaUiday  v.  Martinett,  20 
Johns.  168);  Butltr  v.  Wright,  2  Wend.  369;  Bell  v.  Perkins,  Peck  261; 
McNeill  V.  Elam,  Peck  268  ;  see  also  Farmers*  and  Mechanics'  Bank  v.  Boraef^ 
1  Rawle  152.  But  a  plaintiff  is  not  a  coinpetent  witness  to  prove  the  handwrit- 
ing of  a  person,  who  made  the  entries  in  his  book,  and  who  had  subsequently 
died :  Karsper  v.  Smith,  1  Browne  App.  53 ;  see  also  Sterrett  v.  Bull,  1  Binn. 
234.  Where  the  question  was  whether  a  deed,  an  exemplification  of  which 
had  been  given  in  evidence,  the  original  being  alleged  to  be  lost,  was  a  forgery 
or  not,  it  was  held  that  a  book  of  accounts  belonging  to  the  magistrate,  before 
whom  the  deed  purported  to  be  acknowledged  and  who  was  also  a  subscrib- 
ing witness,  but  who  was  dead  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  containing  charges  for 
taking  the  acknowledgment  of  deeds,  was  admissible  in  evidence  to  show  that 
the  deed  could  not  have  been  acknowledged  before  him  :  Nourse  v.  MeCay,  2 
Rawle  70.  G. 

In  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  by  a  bank  against  a  depositor  who 
had  overdrawn,  the  books  of  the  bank  are  competent  evidence  to  show  receipts 
and  payments  of  money ;  and  if  the  clerk  who  made  the  entries  be  dead  or  in- 
sane, the  book  is  admissible  upon  proving  his  handwriting :  Union  Bank  v.  Knapp, 
3  Pick.  96.  I. 
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inferred  that  some  evidence  ought  to  be  given  to  show  that  such 
entries  were  made  in  the  usual  routine  of  business ;  but  perhaps  it 
may  not  be  necessary,  as  in  Lord  Torrinffton'a  ca9e,  to  prove  the 
signature  by  one  who  saw  it  written. 

In  the  case  of  Dighy  v.  Stedman/  an  entry  made  by  a  defendant 
himself  in  the  course  of  business,  and  contemporary  with  the  fact, 
was  received  as  confirmatory  evidence  to  prove  the  delivery  of  a 
watch.  Again,  in  Hagedom  v.  *Reed^^  the  entry  by  a  de- 
ceased clerk  of  a  merchant  in  the  letter-book  of  a  letter,  ^  -' 
with  a  memorandum  stating  that  the  original  had  been  sent  to  a  par- 
ticular person,  was  held  to  be  evidence  of  the  fact ;  proof  having 
been  given  that  it  was  the  invariable  course  of  that  merchant's  office, 
that  the  clerk  who  copied  any  letter  sent  it  off  by  the  post,  and  made 
a  memorandum  on  the  copy  that  he  had  done  so.^ 

'  1  Esp.  0.  328.  This  entry  seems  to  have  been  used  to  refresh  the  shopman^s 
memory.  An  entry  in  a  tradesman's  books  certainly  is  not,  merely  as  such, 
evidence  in  his  favor  :  see  B.  v.  Worth,  4  Q.  B.  (45  E.  C.  L.  R.)  132;  supra,  p. 
486,  and  note  (a),  infra, 

■  3  Camp.  379.  See  also  PriM  v.  Faircleugh,  3  Camp.  305,  where  similar  evi- 
dence was  received :  Champneys  v.  Peck,  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  404,  infra, 
>  In  the  case  of  Calvert  v.  The  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  2  £sp.  C.  645.  Lord 
Kenyon  held,  that  an  entry  made  in  the  plaintiff's  books,  by  a  servant  since  de- 
ceased, of  a  contract  made  with  the  defendant,  was  not  admissible  in  evidence  to 
prove  the  terms  of  the  contract,  because  the  entry  did  not,  as  in  the  case  of  Price 
V.  Lord  Torrington,  charge  the  clerk.  •  It  does  not  appear  that  in  this  case,  the 
clerk,  in  making  the  memorandum,  professed  to  have  made  it  personally  with 
the  defendant  or  his  agent ;  and  he  might,  for  anything  that  appeared  to  the 
contrary,  have  made  it  on  hearsay  from  the  plaintiff  himself.  Nor  is  it  said  to 
have  been  the  servant's  duty  or  business  to  epter  the  contract 

^  By  an  innovation  upon  the  common  law,  the  books  of  original  entries  of 
shopkeepers  and  others  have  been  received  in  evidence  by  the  courts  of  some  of 
our  States,  to  prove  the  sale  and  delivery  of  goods  and  the  performance  of  work 
and  labor,  together  with  the  price  of  the  same ;  but  such  testimony  must  be 
supported  by  the  oath  .of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  book  produced  is  his  book  of 
original  entries,  and  that  the  items  charged  were  entered  by  him  at  the  time  of 
the  delivery  of  the  goods  or  performance  of  the  services  or  immediately  after- 
wards. In  South  Carolina  (Lynch  v.  McEugo,  1  Bay  33  ;  Foster  v.  Hinkler,  1 
Bay  40  *,  Slade  v.  Teasdale,  2  Bay  172) ;  and  Ohio  (James  v.  Richmond  et  al., 
Conover's  Dig.  162)  -,  such  evidence  has  been  made  admissible  by  statute ;  but 
in  Ohio,  after  the  lapse  of  eighteen  months  from  the  time  of  closing  the  account 
such  testimony  will  not  be  received  :  James  v.  Richmond  et  al.  In  Pennsylvania 
and  Massachusetts  the  courts  have  themselves  modified  the  rules  of  law  so  as  to 
render  such  evidence  competent — ^the  law  upon  the  subject  in  Connecticut  will 
appear  in  the  cited  decisions — while  in  New  York,  resistance  has  been  steadily 
made  to  such  an  encroachment  upon  the  settled  principles  of  the  common  law : 
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In  the  following  case  the  principle  seems  to  have  been  carried 
much  farther.      Upon  an  issue  out  of  Chancery,  to  trj  whether 

Schennerkom  v.  Schermerhom^  1  Wend.  119.  In  the  former  States  the  admis- 
sion of  such  testimony  has  been  placed  apon  the  grounds  of  necessity.  "  In  con- 
sideration of  the  mode  of  doing  business  in  the  infancy  of  the  country  when  many 
kept  their  own  books,  it  has  been  permitted  from  the  necessity  of  the  case  to 
offer  their  books  in  evidence.  But  when  no  such  necessity  exists,  when  the  fact 
is  that  clerks  have  been  employed  and  the  entries  made  by  them,  there  is  no 
cause  for  violating  that  wise  principle,  that  no  man  shall  be  allowed  to  give  tes- 
timony for  himself:''  Sterrett  v.  Bull,  1  Binn.  244*,  see  also  Faxon  v.  Hollis,  13 
Mass.  427 ;  Prince  v.  Smith,  4  Mass.  455.  The  reception  of  evidence  of  this 
kind  has  always  been  considered  as  attended  with  much  danger,  which  has  led 
the  courts  to  guard  strictly  against  any  further  extension  of  the  principle  of  the 
admissibility  of  such  testimony. 

Of  what  evidence.  Entries  made  by  the  party  himself  are  evidence  to  charge 
the  defendant  in  two  cases  only,  namely,  where  goods  are  sold  and  work  done : 
Wilmer  et  aL  v.  Israel,  1  Browne  257  ;  fVtnce  v.  Smith,  supra.  The  book  of 
original  entries  of  the  plaintiff  is  admissible  in  a  scire  facias  on  a  claim  under 
the  Mechanics'  Lien  Law,  to  prove  that  the  materials  for  which  the  suit  was 
brought,  were  furnished  at  and  for  the  particular  building  which  is  the  subject 
of  the  lien :  McMullen  v.  Gilbert,  2  Whart.  237 ;  see  also  Linn  v.  Nagiee,  4 
Whart.  92 ;  Church  v.  Davis,  9  Watts  304.  The  shop  book  of  a  tradesman  is  evi- 
dence to  charge  the  origin^  debtor  only  ;  it  is  not  admissible  against  a  defend- 
ant, who  merely  assumed  to  pay  the  debt  of  the  person  to  whom  the  goods  were 
sold :  Poultney  et  al.  v.  Ross,  1  Dall.  238.  In  a  suit  between  A.  and  B.  the 
books  of  original  entries  of  C.  is  not  evidence  to  show  a  collateral  fact,  as  that 
A.  was  charged  by  C.  as  a  partner  in  a  certain  house :  Juniata  Bank  v.  Brown, 
5  S.  &  R.  226.  Neither  are  such  entries  by  a  plaintiff  evidence  of  the  payment 
of  money  to  third  persons  by  the  defendant's  order,  nor  of  such  demands  as  in 
their  nature  afford  a  presumption  that  better  evidence  exists :  Prince  v.  Smith, 
supra.  But  entries  in  a  book  of  payments  made  for  another,  may  be  given  in 
evidence,  if  accompanied  by  proof  that  the  person  had  constant  access  to  the 
books  and  assented  to  the  entries :  Hines  v.  Bamitz,  8  Watts  39.  And  a  book 
of  original  entries,  verified  on  oath,  is  not  competent  evidence  of  the  delivery  of 
goods,  under  a  previous  contract  for  their  delivery,  at  different  distant  periods : 
Lonergan  v.  Whitehead,  10  Watts  249.  So  the  book  of  original  entries  of  a 
tradesman,  is  not  evidence  of  the  delivery  of  goods  to  be  sold  on  commission, 
even  though  such  book  be  offered  not  to  charge  the  defendant,  but  as  rebutting 
evidence  to  explain  certain  payments  proved  by  the  defendant :  Murphy  v.  Cross, 
2  Whart.  33.  And  it  has  been  held  in  Massachusetts  that  the  book  of  a  party, 
containing  his  original  minutes,  is  wholly  incompetent  to  prove  the  payment  of 
cash  to  third  persons  by  order,  and  charges  of  rent ;  for  better  proof  of  such 
demands,  if  true,  may  be  had :  Prince  v.  Smith,  supra.  Entries  in  a  book  made 
or  caused  to  be  made  by  a  father,  of  advancement  to  his  children,  are  competent 
evidence,  although  the  child  charged  had  no  knowledge  of  the  entry :  Hengsfs 
JEstate,  6  Watts  86.  So  an  account-book,  containing  entries  made  by  A.  and  B« 
are  evidence  of  a  partnership  between  them :  Champlin  v.  Tilley,  3  Day  303. 
When  the  defendant,  a  mortgagee,  asserted  that  he  had  paid  the  debts  of  a 
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eight  shares  of  Hudson's  Bay  stock,  bought  in  the  name  of  Mr. 
Lake,  were  bought  in  trust  for  Sir  S.  JSvanSy  his  assigns,  (the  plain- 
mortgagor  to  a  certain  amount  as  the  consideration  of  the  mortgage  deed ;  and 
the  plaintiff  resisted  the  claim  and  produced  evidence  to  prove  that  large  sams 
of  money  had  been  received  by  the  defendant,  which  had  not  been  credited  to 
him,  the  plaintiff,  or  accounted  for ;  but  the  defendant  alleged  that  all  such 
sums  had  been  duly  accounted  for,  by  credits  given  in  a  settlement  between  him 
and  the  mortgagor,  in  proof  of  which  he  offered  in  court  his  books  of  account, 
purporting  to  be  settled  and  signed  by  the  parties ;  it  was  held  that  such  books 
were  admissible :  Cook  v.  Swan,  5  Conn.  140 ;  see  also  Hutchinson  v.  Hosmer,  2 
Conn.  341.  In  Connecticut  the  law  upon  this  subject  seems  to  differ  from  that 
of  every  other  State.  Thus  it  has  been  there  held  that  the  admission  of  the 
parties  to  testify  in  an  action  of  book  debt,  is  founded  on  a  supposed  necessity  *, 
yet  this  necessity  is  not  the  necessity  of  the  individual  case  on  trial,  but  of  the 
class  of  cases  to  which  it  belongs:  Peck  v.  Ahhe,  II  Conn.  207.  And  though 
the  parties  in  book  debt  are  not  unlimited  witnesses ;  yet  the  rule  restricting 
their  testimony  to  the  quantity,  quality  and  delivery  of  the  articles  charged, 
however  plausible  in  theory  has  not  been  sanctioned  by  practice  or  established 
by  precedent  If  there  be  any  general  rule  it  is  that  where  proper  articles  are 
charged  in  a  book,  the  parties,  quoad  the  book  debt,  are  admissible  like  all 
other  witnesses,  to  testify  freely  and  fully  in  support  or  confutation  of  the  ac- 
count :  Ibid.  In  an  action  of  book  debt  brought  by  A.  against  B.  and  C.  as 
partners,  for  goods  delivered  and  charged  to  B.,  C.  denied  the  partnership ;  to 
prove  which  A.  introduced  a  writing  signed  by  C,  accompanied  by  proof  that 
he  frequented  the  shop  and  made  entries  in  the  books  and  that  his  name  ap- 
peared on  a  sign  in  front  of  the  shop.  To  disprove  such  partnership,  C.  then 
offered  himself  as  a  witness,  to  testify,  that  he  was  not  a  partner;  that  the 
writing  was  never  delivered,  but  was  obtained  surreptitiously ;  and  to  explain 
why  he  frequented  the  shop  and  wrote  in  the  books  and  suffered  his  name  to  ap- 
pear upon  the  sign — and  it  was  held  that  such  testimony  of  C.  was  admissible, 
as  going  to  disprove  the  plaintiff's  account  and  the  delivery  of  the  goods  to  C. : 
Ibid.  So  also  it  has  been  decided  in  the  same  State  that  the  shop-book  of  an 
insolvent  debtor,  who  has  assigned  his  property  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  his 
creditors,  kept  by  one  of  the  trustees,  who  was  also  a  cestui  que  trust,  is  proper 
evidence,  in  an  action  brought  by  such  trustee  against  a  third  person,  in  con- 
nection with  other  proof  of  a  debt  due  from  the  assignor  to  the  trustee  and  the 
state  of  the  accounts  between  them :  De  Forest  v.  Bacon,  2  Conn.  633. 

How  proved.  When  a  party  would  support  his  book  account  by  his  own  oath, 
it  seems  that  the  oath  must  be  administered  in  court,  and  that  his  testimony 
cannot  be  taken  in  the  form  of  a  deposition  out  of  court :  Freqp  v.  Basher  et  al,^ 
2  Pick.  65.  The  absence  of  a  witness  from  the  State,  so  far  as  it  affects  the 
admissibility  of  secondary  evidence,  has  the  same  effect  as  his  death.  The 
handwriting  of  a  plaintiff  who  has  made  original  entries  of  charge  in  a  book, 
and  who  is  absent  from  the  State  may  be  proved,  and  upon  such  proof  the 
entries  are  admissible :  Alter  v.  Berghaus,  8  Watts  77.  But  an  account  pur- 
porting to  be  drawn  out  by  the  party  himself  from  his  original  and  daily 
minutes,  is  not  admissible  in  evidence,  although  the  book  from  which  such 
statement  might  have  been  copied  has  been  burnt  or  destroyed  by  accident: 
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tiffs)  showed,  first,  that  there  was  no  entry  in  the  books  of  Mr. 
Lake  relating  to  this  transaction ;  secondly,  that  six  of  the  receipts 
were  in  the  handwriting  of  Sir  8.  EvanB^  and  there  was  a  reference 

Prince  y.  Smith,  supra.  Thoaiich  if  in  such  case  there  be  proof  that  the  items 
of  the  account  drawn  out  had  actually  existed  in  the  party's  book,  where  his 
daily  transactions  were  minuted,  and  that  the  transcript  had  been  truly  taken 
therefrom,  the  transcript  might  be  admitted  upon  the  ground  of  necessity,  and 
that  it  is  the  best  evidence  of  which  the  case  will  admit  under  all  the  circum- 
stances :  Ibid.  And  when  a  party's  own  book,  with  his  supplementary  oath 
are  competent  evidence  to  prove  the  charges  therein  contained,  secondary  evi* 
dence  of  the  contents  is  admissible,  in  case  the  books  are  lost  or  destroyed : 
Holmes  v.  Marsden,  12  Pick.  169. 

Requisites  to  admissibility,  1st.  Time  when  entries  must  have  been  made. 
The  entries  must  be  made  at  the  delivery  of  the  goods  or  immediately  afterwards, 
and  the  object  of  the  entry  must  have  been  to  charge  the  other  party :  Rhoads  v. 
Oaul,  4  Rawle  404 ;  Curren  v.  Crawford,  4  S.  &  R.  5 ;  Rogers  v.  Old,  5  Ibid. 
404 ;  Kaughley  v.  Brewster,  16  Ibid.  133.  Where  a  plaintiff  made  an  entry  of 
goods  sold,  upon  a  card  with  pen  and  ink,  and  the  same  evening  or  the  next  day 
transcribed  it  into  a  book,  that  is  to  be  considered  as  the  book  of  original  entries 
of  the  plaintiff  and  may  be  read  in  evidence  to  the  jury :  Patton  v.  Ryan,  4 
Rawle  408 ;  see  also  IngraJiam  v.  Bockius,  9  S.  &  R.  285.  But  entries  made  by 
a  party  on  loose  scraps  of  paper  carried  in  his  pocket  for  several  days,  without 
any  reason  given  to  account  for  the  irregularity,  cannot  be  received :  Vicary  v. 
Moore,  2  Watts  451 ;  see  also  Kessler  v.  McConachy,  1  Rawle  435.  It  is  essen- 
tial to  this  kind  of  evidence,  that  the  charges  appearing  in  the  handwriting  of 
the  party,  are  in  such  a  state  that  they  may  be  presumed  to  have  been  his  daily 
minutes  of  his  business  and  transactions,  in  which  regard  is  had  to  the  degree  of 
education  of  the  party,  the  nature  of  his  employment  and  the  manner  of  his 
charges  against  other  persons :  Prince  v.  Smith,  supra.  Memoranda  made  upon 
a  slate  and  transcribed  into  a  book  five  or  six  days  afterwards,  are  not  such 
original  entries  as  can  be  submitted  to  a  jury  as  evidence.  Nor  will  any  pre- 
vailing custom  make  them  evidence :  Forsyth  v.  Noreross,  5  Watts  432.  En- 
tries in  a  day-book,  in  order  to  their  validity  as  evidence  of  a  charge,  must  be 
made  as  to  time  in  the  ordinary  course  of  the  business  in  which  he  is  engaged, 
who  makes  the  charge.  If  they  be  delayed  over  one  day,  they  are  not  legal  evi- 
dence to  charge  a  defendant,  unless  under  peculiar  circumstances :  Walter  v. 
Bollman,  8  Watts  544.  In  an  action  by  a  blacksmith  to  recover  a  claim  for 
work  done,  the  plaintiff  produced  a  book  containing  entries,  some  of  which  he 
swore  were  made  by  himself  not  later  than  the  second  day  in  the  evening  after 
the  work  was  done,  and  were  partly  taken  from  a  slate  and  partly  from  his  own 
hei&d.  A  witness  was  also  produced,  who  testified  that  he  made  some  of  the 
entries  by  copying  them  from  the  plaintiff's  slate  on  the  evening  of  the  day  on 
which  they  were  made  or  in  the  course  of  the  next  day  ;  Held,  that  the  book 
was  admissible  in  evidence  :  Hartley  v.  Brooks,  6  Whart.  189  ;  see  also  Coggs^ 
well  V.  Dolliver,  2  Mass.  217.  * 

2d.  What  is  a  book  of  original  entries  ?  A  tradesman's  book  of  accounts  veri- 
fied by  his  own  oath,  was  received  in  evidence,  although  kept  in  the  ledger  form, 
and  although  it  appeared  from  his  own  showing  that  he  first  made  the  charges 
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on  the  back  of  them  by  Jeremy  Thomas,  Sir  aS.  Evans's  book-keeper, 
to  the  book  B.  B.  of  Sir  S.  Evans,     J.   Thomas  was  proved  to  be 

upon  a  slate,  and  after  transferring  them  to  his  book,  rubbed  them  off  the  slate : 
Fcucon  V.  HolliSj  13  Mass.  437.    See  also  cases  cited  supra. 

3d.  Form  and  appearance  of  book.  Shop-books  verified  by  the  oath  of  the 
party,  though  not  kept  regularly  in  the  manner  of  a  day-book,  are  competent 
evidence,  with  the  supplementary  oath  of  the  party,  if  living,  to  prove  the  items 
charged  and  the  jury  are  to  judge  of  their  credit :  CoggsweU  v.  DoUiver^  Faxon 
V.  HolliSf  aupra.  But  where  a  tradesman's  day-book  contains  marks  which 
show  the  items  transferred  to  his  ledger,  the  ledger  must  be  produced  that  the 
other  party  may  have  the  advantage  of  any  items  entered  therein  to  his  credit : 
Bince  v.  Swett,  2  Mass.  569.  But  the  court  will  not  permit  to  go  to  the  jury 
entries  made  on  the  first  leaf  of  a  tradesman's  book  before  the  first  page :  Lynch 
V.  McHugOf  1  Bay  33.  A  mutilated  piece  of  paper,  which  appears  to  have  been 
torn  out  of  a  book,  in  which  neither  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  nor  of  the  defendant 
appears,  which  contains  no  charges  against  the  defendant,  and  which  is  unin- 
telligible without  explanation  by  the  plaintiff,  is  not  admissible  in  evidence  as 
a  book  of  original  entries:  Hough  v.  DoylCj  4  Rawle  291.  A  book  of  entries 
manifestly  erased  and  altered  in  a  material  point  cannot  be  permitted  to 
go  to  the  jury  as  a  book  of  original  entries  and  ought  to  be  rejected  by 
the  court  unless  the  party  offering  it  gives  an  explanation  which  does  away 
with  the  presumption  arising  from  its  face :  Churchman  v.  Smithy  6  Whart. 
146 ;  see  also  Prince  v.  Smith,  supra.  It  is  not  a  valid  objection  to  the  re- 
ception in  evidence  of  original  entries,  that  the  book  in  which  such  entries 
are  made  contains  other  charges  which  are  admitted  not  to  be  original :  Ives  v. 
NUes,  5  Watts  323. 

The  book  of  original  entries  of  a  party  claiming  for  goods  sold  or  work  or 
labor  done,  is  not  the  best  or  only  evidence  of  the  claim ;  which  may  be  proved 
aliunde  f  Adams  v.  Col.  Steamboat  Co.,  3  Whart.  75.  When  the  plaintiff  in  an 
action  of  book  debt  for  the  purpose  of  discrediting  the  defendant's  account,  of- 
fered evidence  to  show  that  the  defendant  was  generally  reputed  to  keep  inaccu- 
rate, false  and  fraudulent  accounts,  and  that  the  defendant's  books  kept  by  him 
were  generally  reported  to  be  inaccurate,  false  and  fraudulent,  and  deficient  in 
carefulness,  integrity  and  truth ;  it  was  held  that  such  evidence  was  inadmissi- 
ble: Roberts  v.  Ellsworth^  11  Conn.  290. 

Sewall,  J.,  in  CoggsweU  v.  DoUiver^  thus  sums  up  the  law  upon  the  subject : 
*'  Books  offered  as  evidence  may  be  rejected  by  the  court  as  incompetent  or  when 
admitted  may  be  treated  as  unworthy  of  credit.  I  recollect  but  two  cases  of 
objections,  which  have  been  allowed  against  books  as  rendering  them  incompe- 
tent evidence.  To  be  admitted  in  evidence  they  must  appear  to  contain  the  first 
entries  or  charges  by  the  party,  made  at  or  near  the  time  of  the  transaction  to 
be  proved,  and  when  the  contrary  is  discoverable  upon  the  face  of  the  book  or 
comes  out  upon  the  examination  of  the  party,  they  ought  to  be  rejected  as  in- 
competent evidence.  Fraudulent  appearances  or  circumstances  such  as  material 
and  gross  alterations,  false  additions,  &c.,  are  also  objections  to  the  competency 
of  the  book  in  which  they  are  discoverable  or  against  which  they  may  be  proved 
in  any  manner.  Objections  to  the  credit  of  books  admitted  in  evidence  are  of 
various  kinds,  which  there  is  no  occasion  to  enumerate.    The  method  in  which 
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dead,  and  the  Court  of  E.  B.,  on  a  trial  at  bar,  admitted  the  book 
so  referred  to,  not  only  as  to  the  six,  but  likewise  as  to  the  other 
two  in  the  hands  of  Sir  Bihy  Lahe^  the  son  of  Mr.  Lake.*' 

r*4951        *^^  *^®  ^^^®  ^^  Smartle  v.    Williams,  where  the  question 
was  whether  certain  mortgage>monej  had  really  been  paid, 
a  scrivener's  book  of  accounts  (the  scrivener  being  dead)  was  held 
to  be  good  evidence  of  payment.* 

*  B.  N.  P.  282.  And  here  it  may  be  remarked,  that  although  the  statute  7 
Jac.  I.,  c.  12,  enacts  that  a  shop-book  shall  not  be  evidence  after  the  expiration 
of  a  year,  it  does  not  therefore  make  it  evidence  within  the  year,  except  under 
special  circumstances  (2  Salk.  690] ;  and  that  in  some  cases  it  is  evidence  after 
the  expiration  of  the  year. 

^  B.  N.  P.  283  *,  in  this  case  it  does  not  appear  that  the  attorney  had  admitted 
the  payment  of  the  money  by  the  entry  in  his  book ;  but  most  probably  such 

the  book  has  been  kept,  as  when  the  charges  to  be  proved  have  been  entered  to 
a  particular  account  like  the  entries  of  a  ledger,  and  not  like  those  of  a  day- 
book, is  an  objection  to  the  credit  of  the  book.  The  one  method  leaves  a  greater 
opening  to  fraud  and  falsehood  than  the  other.  M. 

A  blacksmith^s  day-book  of  entries  transferred  from  a  slate  is  competent : 
Ewart  V.  Morrell,  5  Harring.  126  ;  Sanctis  v.  Turner,  14  Cal.  673 ;  Whitney  v. 
Satoyer,  11  Gray  242.  A  book  is  admissible  though  the  entry  was  made  upon 
information  received  from  one  who  did  the  work :  Bailey  v.  Bamellyj  23  Ga. 
582 ;  Jackson  v.  Evans,  8  Mich.  476.  A  party^s  books  are  evidence  to  charge  an 
after-discovered  principal,  although  the  entry  be  against  the  agent :  Smith  v. 
Jessup,  5  Harring.  121.  A  book  is  not  incompetent  although  some  of  the  entries 
are  falsified :  Gosetoieh  v.  Zehley,  5  Harring.  124.  Upon  the  production  of  mu- 
tilated books,  it  is  proper  for  the  jury  to  consider  their  appearance,  and  among 
other  things,  any  evidence  they  present  of  a  fraudulent  alteration :  Pittsfield  v. 
Bamstead,  40  N.  H.,  477.  The  general  character  of  a  book  of  original  entries 
may  be  shown  to  impeach  its  credibility :  Funk  v.  Ely,  9  Wright,  444. 

And  see  further,  Bland  v.  Warner,  65  N.  C.  372 :  Kennedy  v.  CrandaU,  3 
Lans.  1 ',  Gould  v.  Conway,  59  Barb.  355 ;  Neville  v.  NorthcoU,  7  Cald.  294 ; 
Hart  V.  Idvingston,  29  Iowa,  217 ;  Kelton  v.  HiU,  58  Me.  114;  Adams  v.  Coul- 
Hard,  102  Mass.  167  ;  Burkson  v.  Goodman,  32  Tex.  229;  HaUiday  v.  BuH,  40 
Ala.  178  ;  Moody  v.  Roberts,  41  Miss.  74 ;  Leisman  v.  Otto,  1  Bush  225.  Book 
entries  made  from  information  of  others  .are  inadmissible :  Thomas  v.  Price,  30 
Md.  483.  See  Biggs  v.  Weise,  24  Wis.  545.  As  to  books  of^ deceased  person  con- 
taining charges  of  goods  sold  and  delivered,  see  Hoover  v.  Gehr,  12  P.  F.  Smith 
136.  When  entries  are  made  by  mistake  in  a  wrong  name,  they  may  be  used 
against  the  party  interested  :  Schetiler  v.  Jones,  20  Wis.  412.  As  to  physician's 
books  of  entries,  see  Clarke  v.  Smith,  46  Barb.  30.  As  to  pass-books,  see  Hovey 
V.  Thompson,  37  111.  538.  Entries  in  partnership-books,  when  evidence  against 
copartners,  see  Clement  v.  Mitchell,  1  Phill.  (£q.)  3  ;  Kahn  v.  Bolte,  39  Ala.  66. 
Unless  it  appears  that  a  partner  has  been  denied  access  to  the  partnership  books, 
the  entries  are  evidence  for  and  against  each  partner :  Holler  v.  Williamowici^ 
23  Ark.  566. 
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So,  in  Champneys  v.  Peck^  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  prove  the 
delivery  of  his  bill  as  an  attorney,  proved  the  death  of  Bawling^ 
who  had  been  his  clerk,  and  produced  the  bill,  with  an  endorsement 
on  it  in  the  handwriting  of  the  deceased  clerk,  '^  March  4th,  1815, 
delivered  a  copy  to  Mr.  Peck'^  The  plaintiff  further  proved  that 
the  indorsement  existed  at  the  time  when,  according  to  its  purport, 
the  bill  had  been  delivered;  that  it  was  the  business  of  Bawling  to 
deliver  the  bill ;  and  that  such  an  indorsement  was  usually  made  in 
the  common  course  of  business  upon  the  copy  kept.  Lord  Ellen- 
borough  held  this  to  be  primd  facie  evidence  of  the  delivery  of  the 
bill,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict.^  Again,  in  Doe  dem.  Pattea- 
haU  V.  Turford*  instructions  having  been  given  to  an  attorney,  J5., 
to  give  the  defendant  notice  to  quit,  he  told  his  partner,  who  pre- 
pared three  notices  and  three  copies,  and  went  out  and  returned  in 
the  evening,  when  he  delivered  to  B.  the  three  copies,  on  one  of 
which,  being  the  copy  of  that  to  defendant,  was  a  memorandum  by 
him  that  it  had  been  served  on  defendant.  It  was  shown  to  be  the 
invariable  *practice  of  the  clerks  in  this  office,  when  they  r*A(ia-\ 
served  notices  to  quit,  to  endorse  a  memorandum  on  the 
duplicate  of  the  fact  and  time  of  service.  After  the  partner's  death 
this  was  admitted  as  evidence  of  the  facts  endorsed.  So,  in  Poole  v. 
BieaBj  where  a  notary's  clerk  had  at  the  time  of  presenting  a  bill, 
which  was  dishonored,  made  a  memorandum  in  the  notary's  books, 
in  the  usual  course  of  business,  of  such  dishonor ;  it  was  held  admis- 
sible after  his  death. 

In  Ckambera  v.  Bemasconiy^  however,  the  action  was  brought  by 
the  plaintiff  to  try  the  validity  of  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  issued 
against  him.  He  had  been  arrested  on  the  9th  of  November,  1825, 
and  it  was  a  question  material  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  whether  he 

was  the  fact,  and  therefore  this  case  would  appear  to  be  referrable  to  the  class 
of  entries  against  interest,  supra,  p.  480. 

*  1  Stark.  C.  (2  £.  C.  L.  R.)  404.  An  agent  employed  to  execute  an  order  of 
removal,  after  returning  from  so  doing,  signed  an  endorsement  on  the  order  to 
the  effect  that  he  had  executed  it,  and  the  court  held,  that,  assuming  such  en- 
dorsement to  be  required  and  made  in  the  usual  discharge  of  the  duty  of  re- 
moval, it  was  admissible  to  prove  the  execution :  B,  v.  Dukinfieldj  11  Q.  B.  (63 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  678. 

*  The  cause  was  undefended.  The  ruling  of  Lord  EUenborough  in  this  case 
has  been  questioned  more  than  once,  but  seems  now  to  be  fully  confirmed. 

*  3  B.  A  Ad.  (23  E.  C.  L.  R.)  890. 

'  1  Bing.  N.  C.  (27  E.  C.  L.  R.)  649.    And  see  Marks  v.  Lahee,  3  Bing.  N.  C, 
(32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  208. 
«  1  C.  A  J.  451. 
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had  been  arrested  in  South  Molton  Street,  or  at  his  cottage,  Maida 
Hill,  Paddington.  In  order  to  establish  an  act  of  bankruptcy  bj 
keeping  a  house,  &c.,  at  Paddington,  the  o£Bcer  who  arrested  the 
plaintiff  being  dead,  his  follower  was  called,  who  swore  that  the  ar- 
rest took  place  at  Paddington.  The  plaintiff,  to  establish  an  arrest 
in  South  Molton  Street,  offered  in  evidence,  from  the  files  of  the 
office  of  the  under-sheriff  of  Middlesex,  a  paper  annexed  to  the  writ, 
signed  by  the  deceased  officer,  and  addressed  to  the  under-sheriff  of 
Middlesex,  as  follows : 

^'  9th  Nov.,  1825.     I  arrested  JET.  Chambers  in  South  Molton  Street, 
at  the  suit  of  W.  B:' 

By  the  course  of  the  office  the  officer  was  required,  immediately  after 
the  arrest,  and  before  taking  a  bail-bond,  to  transmit  to  the  sheriff's 
office  a  memorandum,  or  certificate  of  the  arrest ;  and  for  the  last 
few  years,  (but  not,  as  it  seems,  at  the  time  of  the  arrest,)  an  account 
of  the  place  of  arrest  had  also  been  required  from  him.  On  such 
returns  the  officer  and  his  sureties  were  charged  by  the  sheriff,  and 
returns  were  made  upon  them ;  the  evidence  was  admitted,  and  the 
rM971  P^^'^^^^  ^^^  ^  verdict.  Upon  a  ^motion  for  a  new  trial  it 
was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  docu- 
ment was  admissible,  as  being  a  written  declaration  of  a  fact  made 
by  a  person  peculiarly  cognizant  of  the  fact,  and  against  his  interest* 
The  Court  of  Exchequer  held,  that  the  evidence  was  inadmissible. 
Lord  Lyndhurst,  G.  B.,  was  of  opinion  that  the  principle  contended 
for  went  beyond  the  former  cases.  Bayley,  B.,  was  of  opinion  that 
the  instrument  was  not  admissible  in  evidence  at  all,  inasmuch  as  the 
entry  could  not  be  said  to  militate  against  the  interest  of  the  officer : 
and  he  also  intimated  his  further  opinion,  that  although  the  instru- 
ment was  admissible,  it  would  not  be  admissible  to  prove  the  circum- 
stance of  the  place  where  the  arrest  occurred,  as  it  was  no  part  of 
the  officer's  duty  to  state  the  place  where  the  caption  took  place. 
Upon  a  writ  of  error*^  on  a  bill  of  exceptions  afterwards  tendered, 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  supported  this  view,  and  Lord  Den- 
man,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said  they  were  ^^  all 
of  opinion  that  whatever  effect  may  be  due  to  an  entry  made  in  the 
course  of  an  office,  reporting  facts  necessary  to  the  performance  of  a 
dutjfy  the  statement  of  other  circumstances,  however  naturally  they 
may  be  thought  to  find  a  place  in  the  narrative,  is  no  proof  of  those 
circumstances."  The  ground,  then,  on  which  the  evidence  in  this 
*case  was  rejected,  was,  that  the  officer  had  gone  beyond  the  sphere 

>"  1  0.  M.  &  R.  347 ;  and  see  Lloyd  v.  Wait^  I  PhUl.  61. 
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of  bis  office,  or  at  least  that  there  was  no  duty  cast  on  him  of  enter- 
ing the  place  of  arrest,  and  it  was  rejected  simply  upon  that  ground, 
leaving  the  general  principle  of  the  admissibility  of  entries  in  the 
course  of  duty  untouched.^ 

In  order  to  prove  a  lease  of  lands  to  JET.  and  assignments  by  him 
to  P.,  and  by  P.  to  Sir  JE.  (7.,  and  that  the  land  was  parcel  of  a 
manor,  an  old  book  found  in  the  muniment  room  of  the  party  to 
whom  the  manor  belonged  was  produced.  *  Amongst  other 
entries  and  receipts  in  the  writing  of  the  then  steward,  this  *-  ^ 
book  contained  an  entry  of  the  lease,  which  was  an  under-lease, 
reciting  a  lease  from  the  lord,  and  a  minute  that  '^  JTl's  widow  hath 
assigned  to  Sir  E.  (7.,  who  yet  claimeth  ten  years  to  come."  The 
book  was  held  to  be  not  receivable  in  evidence,'  as  there  was  no  suffi- 
cient evidence  that  it  was  part  of  the  duty  of  the  steward  to  make 
an  entry  of  the  terms  of  such  a  lease.^ 

The  duty,  it  would  also  appear,  must  spring  from  some  relation 
recognized  by  law.  Thus,  an  entry  in  a  book  kept  at  the  Great 
Synagogue  of  the  Jews  in  London,  made  by  the  chief  rabbi,  in  the 
course  of  his  functions,  of  his  having  performed  the  rite  of  circum- 
cision upon  a  child  (which  by  the  Jewish  law  must  be  performed  on 
the  eighth  day  after  birth),  was  held  by  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  after 
conference  with  Patteson,  J.,  not  to  be  receivable  in  evidence  on  an 
issue  as  to  the  age  of  the  party.^ 

And,  as  already  suggested,  the  entry  should  be  made  contempora- 
neously by  one  cognizant  of  the  facts,  and  who  does  not  derive  his 
information  merely  from  third  persons.  Hence,  where  it  was  the 
duty  of  a  workman  in  a  coal  pit  to  give  notice  to  the  foreman  of  all 
coal  sold,  and  of  the  foreman  to  enter  it  in  the  books,  but  the  foreman 
not  being  able  to  write  employed  B.  to  make  the  entries  for  him  by 
his  direction,  who  every  evening  read  the  entries  over  to  him  ;  it  was 
held  that  these  entries,  produced  by  B.  were  not  evidence  after  the 
death  of  the  workman  and  foreman,  of  the  delivery  of  the  coals."^ 

Next,  as  to  the  proof  of  private  documents.  The  proof  of  a  deed, 
agreement,  or  other  instrument  is  either,  FirBt^  by  witnesses ;  See- 
andltf,  by  admission ;    or,  Thirdly^  by  enrolment.     If  by  witnesses, 

•  See  per  Tindal,  C.  J.,  and  Park,  J.,  Poole  v.  DicaSj  1  Bing.  N.  C.  (27  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  649 ;  De  Eutzen  v.  Farr,  4  Ad.  &  £.  (31  £.  C.  L.  R.)  53. 

^  Doe  dem,  Pctdwiek  v.  Skinner,  3  Ex.  84 ;  s.  p.  in  error,  20  L.  J.  297. 
'  Davu  v.  Lloyd,  1  C.  &  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  275. 

*  Brain  v.  Preeee,  11  M.  &  W.  773.    The  book  was  not  signed  by  the  work- 
man, or  shown  to  have  been  ever  seen  by  him. 

30 
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the  instrument  must  be  produced,*  *or  be  proved  to  have 
^  J  been  lost,  or  destroyed,  or  to  be  legally  unattainable,^  or  in 
the  possession  of  the  adversary, >^  or  in  the  custody  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery,^  &c.  If  produced,  it  is  either  attested  or  not  attested. 
If  attested,  the  attesting  witness  must  be  called,'  or  his«absence  must 
be  accounted  for,'  and  his  handwriting  proved;*  or  it  must  appear 
that  the  instrument  is  thirty  years  old,"^  and  came  out  of  the  proper 
custody.^  ^  If  it  be  not  attested,  the  handwriting  of  the  obligor  should 
be  proved.^  If  it  has  been  lost^  or  destroyed,  or  so  situated  that  its 
production  cannot  be  enforced,  proof  must  be  given  of  the  fact,'  and 
that  it  was  regularly  stamped  'and  executed,^  and  then  secondary 
evidence  must  be  given  of  its  contents.'  If  it  be  in  the  adversary's 
possession,  proof  must  be  given  of  such  possession,  and  of  notice*  to 
produce  it,  and  of  its  regular  execution  (except  in  some  particular 
instances),  and  of  its  contents.*" 
In  order  to  prove  a  deed,  agreement,  or  other  private  document, 

"  Infra,  pp.  499,  500. 

®  If  the  instrument  be  in  the  castody  of  a  third  person,  its  production  is 
usually  enforced  by.  means  of  a  writ  of  subpcena  duces  tecum.  And  in  this 
case,  of  course,  notice  to  the  opposite  party  to  produce  will  not  entitle  the  other 
to  give  secondary  evidence:  Whitford  y.  Tutin,  10  Bing.  (25  £.  C.  L.  R.) 
369.     For  the   proceedings   upon    this  writ    see  the  title,    Subpcena   ducks 

TKCUM. 

^  In  many  instances  the  court  will  assist  a  party  in  obtaining  an  inspection 
or  copy  of  the  instrument,  on  motion.  See  14  &  15  Yict.  o.  90,  and  tit. 
Inspbction. 

4  Secondary  evidence  was  held  to  be  inadmissible  of  a  letter  filed  in  the  Court 
of  Chancery,  it  being  in  the  power  of  either  party  to  produce  it  on  application 
to  the  court:  Williams  v.  Munnings,  Ky.  &  M.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  18.  So,  where 
a  document  had  been  deposited  in  Chancery,  and  an  order  made  for  delivering 
it  to  the  party,  it  was  held  to  be  so  far  within  his  control  that  on  his  not  pro- 
ducing it  secondary  evidence  might  be  given :  Bush  v.  Peacock,  2  M.  Jb  Rob. 
162. 

'  Infra,  p.  503,  504,  et  seq,  ■  Infra,  p.  512,  «<  seq» 

•  Infra,  p.  51 9.  » Infra,  p.  521 . 
^  Infra,  p.  524.                                                             ''  Infra,  p.  529. 

*  Infra,  p.  530.  '  Infra,  p.  541. 

■  Infra,  p.  542.  •  Ir^ra,  p.  561,  565. 

*Jn/ra,  p.  541,576. 

^  The^  enactment  of  a  law  which  allows  parties  to  be  witnesses  does  not  change 
the  rule  that  the  execution  of  an  instrument  under  seal  must  be  proved  by  the 
subscribing  witness :  Hadnell  v.  Smith,  2  Sweeny  401 ;  10  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  86 ; 
41  How.  Pr.  190;  Kalmes  v.  Gerrish,  7  Nev.  31.  As  to  what  is  primd  fade 
evidence  of  a  dooument,  see  Grannies  v.  Irwin,  39  Ga.  22. 
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it  is  necessary  first  to  produce  the  deed,  or  to  ^excuse  the  r^c/roO! 
omission  by  proof  that  it  has  been  lost  or  destroyed,  or  is  in 
the  hands  of  the  adversary,  who  has  had  notice  to  produce  it :  for 
the  best  evidence  of  the  contents  of  a  written  instrument  consists  in 
the  actual  production  of  the  instrument  ;^  and  secondary  evidence  of 
it  cannot  be  admitted,  until  the  impossibility  of  producing  it  has 
been  manifested  to  the  Court/  Where  the  deed  has  been  pleaded 
with  a  profert,  the  production  cannot  be  supplied  by  proof  of  the 
party's  inability  to  produce  the  deed.' 

If,  upon  production  of  an  instrument,  any  rasure  or  blemish 
appear  upon  its  face,  the  party  producing  it  ought  to  explain  how  the 
defect  arose,'  and  to  show  "^that  it  was  made  before  the  exe-  r*cAi-i 
cution,  or  that  it  was  made  after  the  delivery,  by  a  stranger, 

*  Printed  copies  of  statements  of  annual  accounts  of  a  turnpike  trust  produced 
from  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace  (to  which  the  originals  signed  by  the 
chairman  had  been  returned  pursuant  to  3  Geo.  IV.  o.  126,  s.  78),  are  not  ad- 
missible in  an  action  against  thtd  trustees,  without  showing  the  originals  to  have 
been  lost  or  destroyed  :  Fardoe  v.  iVtc«,  13  M.  &  W.  267. 

^  In  some  cases,  however,  where  the  deed  has  been  enrolled,  an  examined 
copy  of  the  enrolment  is  evidence :  see  Enrolment.  And  a  duplicate  original 
is  evidence,  as  in  the  case  of  an  attorney's  bill :  Anderson  v.  May,  2  B.  &  P. 
237  ;  see  also  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Notice  j  Jory  v.  Orchard,  2  B.  A  P.  39.  A  bill  of 
exchange  must  be  produced  in  order  to  prove  its  identity  with  one  admitted  to 
have  been  received  by  the  defendant,  and  paid  into  his  banker's,  although  no 
other  had  been  received  by  the  banker :  Atkins  v.  Owen,  2  Ad.  &  £.  (29  E.  0. 
L.  R.)  35. 

*  Smith  V.  Woodward,  4  East  585.  In  such  case  the  party  who  has  made 
the  profert  should  move  to  amend  before  the  trial :  Ibid.  It  will  be  too  late  to 
make  the  application  at  Nisi  Prius :  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  74.  The 
counterpart  will,  however,  suffice,  if  executed  as  alleged  :  Pearse  v.  Morrice,  3 
B.  &  Ad.  (23  E.  C.  L.  R.)  396  ;  but  see  Pitman  v.  Woodbury,  3  Ex.  4. 

'  Eenman  v.  Dickenson,  5  Bing.  (15  E.  C.  L.  R.)  183;  B.  N.  P.  255 ;  Clifford 
V.  Parker,  2  M.  &  G.  (40  E.  C.  L.  R.)  909.  And  where  the  alteration,  e.  g,,  on 
a  bill  is  evident,  it  has  been  held  that  it  cannot  be  left  to  the  jury  upon  bare 
inspection  to  say  whether  it  was  made  before  or  after  the  bill  was  made : 
Knight  v.  ClemenU,  8  Ad.  &  E.  (35  E.  G.  L.  R.)  215.  These  were  all  oases,  it 
may  be  observed,  of  bills  or  notes.  It  has,  however,  been  recently  held  by  the 
Court  of  Q.  B.,  that  where  erasures  and  interlineations  appear  upon  a  deed,  the 
presumption  is  that  they  were  made  at  the  time  of  execution,  for  fraud  is  not  to 
be  presumed,  and  the  judge  is  to  leave  it  to  the  jury,  upon  the  deed  itself, 
whether  they  were  then  made  or  not :  Doe  dem,  TeUham  v.  Cattermore,  20  L. 
J.,  Q.  B.,  364.  But,  in  order  to  render  explanation  necessary,  the  fact  of  the 
instrument  having  been  altered  must  in  general  be  pleaded :  see  Hemming  v. 
Trenery,  9  Ad.  &  E.  (36  E:C.  L.  R.)  926 ;  and  tit.  Bill  of  Exchange— Deed— 

POUCY — ^WlLL. 
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if  the  rasure  or  interlineation  has  been  made  in  an  immaterial 
point.*  If  the  deed  appear  to  be  mutilated,  it  is  primd  facie  evi- 
dence of  cancellation  ;^  but  proof  may  be  given  that  the  cancelling 
r*5021  ^^  ^^  accident,*  or  that  it  was  *effected  by  fraud  and  im- 
proper practice.^  If  In  the  course  of  the  inquiry  the  time 
of  the  delivery  should  become  material,  it  should  be  proved  by  the 
attesting  witness,  if  there  be  one,  and  if  not,  the  date  of  the  deed 
will  be  evidence  of  the  time  of  delivery.*  If  the  erasure  existed* 
previously,  the  fact  may  be  proved  by  any  person  who  saw  it;  but 
the  state  of  the  deed  at  the  time  of  its  execution  is  best  proved  by 

>  A  material  alteration  in  an  instrument,  whether  made  by  a  party  or  a 
stranger,  is  fatal  to  its  validity,  and  it  cannot  be  enforced  by  action  *,  bat  any 
estate  conveyed  by  it  is  not  aflfected,  inasmuch  as  that  passed  at  the  time  of 
execution,  and  cannot  be  affected  by  anything  subsequent :  Davidson  v.  Cooper^ 
1 L  M.  &  W.  778  ;  Doe  v.  Bingham^  4  B.  &  Aid.  (6  £.  C.  L.  R.)  672 ;  and  there- 
fore it  may  be  given  in  evidence  to  prove  a  right  created  by  its  having  been 
executed,  or  any  collateral  fact:  Agriculturist  Cattle  Insurance  Company  v. 
Fitzgerald,  20  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  244.  By  agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant, a  house,  therein  mentioned  as  No.  38,  was  agreed  to  be  let  to  the 
plaintiff,  but  the  plaintiff  entered  and  occupied  No.  35,  which  was  the  house 
really  meant,  and  the  agreement  after  delivery  was  altered,  it  was  not  known 
by  whom,  by  changing  38  to  35  on  an  erasure ;  it  was  held  admissible  to  show 
the  terms  of  the  holding :  Hutchins  v.  Scott,  2  M.  &  W.  809.  So  in  Lord  Falmouth 
V.  Roberts,  9  M.  &  W.  469,  where  the  defendant  held  as  tenant  from  year  to  year 
on  the  terms  of  an  agreement  as  to  tillage,  &c.,  which,  upon  being  produced, 
appeared  originally  to  have  contained  a  habendum  for  seven,  which  had  been 
altered  to  fourteen  years,  the  document  was  held  admissible  without  ezplana- 
ation,  as  the  alteration  could  not  make  the  defendant  hold  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  county,  and  the  term  was  immaterial. 

^  See  as  to  the  effect  of  cancellation,  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Dhd  ;  Doe  v.  Bingham,  4 
B.  &'  Aid.  (6  E.  C.  L.  R.)  672.  The  insertion  by  a  stranger  of  "  hundred"  be- 
tween "  one"  and  '^  pounds"  in  the  condition  of  a  bond,  consistent  with  the 
obvious  sense,  and  which  could  not  alter  its  operation,  is  immaterial :  Wdtigh 
V.  BusseU,  1  Mars.  311 ;  5  Taunt.  (1  £.  G.  L.  R.)  707.  Semble,  that  a  letter, 
a  considerable  part  of  which  appears  obliterated,  is  not  evidence :  1  Anst.  227 ; 
Shep.  Touch.  68. 

1  Palm.  403 ;  1  Mod.  11 ;  R,  v.  SHbthwaite,  Certificate  of  1774,  from  the 
parish  chest,  one  of  the  names  of  the  allowing  justices  was  wanting  •,  the  cer- 
tificate being  in  a  torn  and  decayed  state,  the  court  held  that  the  finding  of  the 
justices  below  of  the  due  making  of  the  certificate  was  conclusive  of  the  fact: 
Mich.  1833.  Or  that  it  was  done  under  a  mistake :  Perrott  v.  Perrott,  14  East 
4*23. 

^  Hetl.  138,  Beckrow's  case, 

*  Sinclair  v.  BaggaXey,  4  M.  &  W.  312 ;  Anderson  v.  Weston,  6  Bing.  N.  C. 
(37  E.  C.  L.  R.)  296 ;  Potez  v.  Olossop,  2  Ex.  191.  But  see  an  exception  where 
it  is  tendered  as  proof  of  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  in  Wright  v.  Lainson^ 
2  M.  A  W.  743. 
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an  attesting  witness,  if  he  recollects  it.  Where  a  deed  operates  as 
to  different  parties  from  the  time  of  execution  by  each,  it  will  be 
binding  on  one  who  conveys  by  that  deed,  if  complete  as  to  him 
at  the  time,  although  it  has  been  executed  by  another  party  at  a 
time,  when  blanks  were  left  which  were  immaterial  to  that  party."  ^ 

™  A  mortgagee  conveyed  to  the  mortgagor  the  legal  estate,  on  being  paid  the 
mortgage  money,  and  the  latter  reconveyed  to  trustees  tosecare  the  payment  of 
an  annuity ;  at  the  time  of  execution  by  the  mortgagee  the  deed  contained 
blanks  for  sums  to  be  received  by  the  mortgagor  from  the  grantees  of  the 
annuity,  and  these  were  all  filled  up  before  the  execution  of  the  deed  by  the 
mortgagor,  but  several  interlineations  were  made  in  that  part  of  the  deed  after 
the  execution  by  the  mortgagee.  It  was  held  that  the  whole  might  be  con- 
sidered as  one  transaction,  operating  as  to  the  different  parties  from  the  time  of 
execution  by  each ;  and  that  the  deed  operated  as  a  good  conveyance  of  the 
estate  from  the  mortgagor  to  the  trustees :  Doe  v.  Bingham,  4  B.  &  Aid.  (6  £. 
C.  L.  R.)  672;  HaU  v.  Chandlesa,  4  Bing.  (13  E.  G.  L.  R.)  123 ;  and  see  West 
V.  Steward,  14  M.  k  W,  47.  Where  a  blank  was  left  in  a  composition  deed  at 
the  time  of  execution,  in  order  to  ascertain  the  amount,  but  filled  up  the  next 
day  and  signed,  a  re-execution  was  presumed:  Hudson  v.  Reoett,  5  Bing.  (15 
£.  C.  L.  R.)  368;  SpicerT,  Burgess,  1  C,  M.  &  R.  129;  and  see  West  v.  Steward, 
But  in  general,  an  instrument  under  seal  containing  blanks  in  a  material  point, 
which  are  afterwards  filled  up  by  a  third  person,  even  with  the  consent,  though 
not  under  seal  of  the  executing  party,  is  wholly  void,  and  can  neither  pass  an 
Interest,  nor  be  enforced  as  a  deed  against  him :  HibhUwhite  v.  McMorine,  6  M. 
&W.  200. 

*  In  Prevost  v.  Gratz,  Peters  C.  C.  369,  and  in  Morris  v.  Vanderen,  1  Dall.  67, 
it  was  held  that  the  legal  presumption  is,  that  an  alteration  or  erasure  in  an 
instrument  was  made  after  its  execution.  In  regard  to  negotiable  paper,  it 
seems  to  be  settled  that  an  alteration  apparent  on  the  face  of  a  bill  or  note  is 
presumed  to  have  been  made  subsequent  to  execution  and  delivery :  Hills  v. 
Barnes,  11  N.  H.  395;  Warren  y,  Layton,  3  Earring.  404;  Simpson  y.  Stack- 
lumse,  9  Barr  186 ;  Clark  v.  Eckstein,  10  Harris  507 ;  though  there  are  cases 
which  decide  that  the  question  is  still  one  of  fact  to  be  left  to  the  jury :  Crab- 
tree  V.  Clark,  7  Shepl.  337 ;  Davis  v.  Carlisle,  6  Ala.  707 ;  Bank  v.  iMm,  7  How. 
Miss.  414 ;   Wilson  v.  Henderson,  9  S.  &  M.  375. 

As  to  deeds  and  other  papers,  there  are  cases  both  ways.  That  the  party 
producing  must  explain  what  appears  to  be  an  erasure :  Herrick  v.  Malin,  22 
Wend.  388 ;  Tilhn  v.  Ins.  Co.,  7  Barb.  S.  Ct.  564 ;  Acker  v.  Ledyard,  8  Ibid. 
'»14;  Jordan  v.  Stewart,  11  Harris  244;  Bumham  v.  Ayer,  35  N.  H.  351. 
Contra,  Bliss  v.  Mclntyre,  18  Vt.  466 ;  Matthews  v.  Coalter,  9  Mo.  705 ;  Beaman 
Y.RusseU,  20Vt.  205;  Smith  v.  McGowan,  3  Barb.  S.  Ct.  404;  Simpson  v, 
Stackhouse,  9  Barr  186 ;  North  River  Meadow  Co.  v.  Shrewsbury  Church,  2  N. 
J.  424;  Wtkoff's  Appeal,Z  Harris  281 ;  BoothbyY,  Stanley,  34  Me.  115;  Pnniup 
v.  Mitchell,  17  Ga.  558 ;  Reed  v.  Kemp,  16  111.  445 ;  Stoner  v.  Ellis,  6  Ind.  152 ; 
Maybee  v.  Sniffen,  2  £.  D.  Smith  1.  Where  an  alteration  is  suspicious,  and 
beneficial  to  the  holder  of  the  instrument,  the  party  seeking  to  enforce  it  is 
required  to  explain  it  before  he  can  recover ;  but  where  such  is  not  the  nature 


608  PRIVATE    DOCUMENTS. 

r^e^QQ-i  '''It  should  appear,  on  the  prodaction  of  the  instrument, 
that  it  is  properly  stamped  ;^  and  where  a  stamp  is  required^ 
the  objection  for  the  want  of  one  ought  to  be  taken  in  that  stage, 
and  before  the  document  is  read.  Although  enrolment  of  the  deed 
be  essential,  it  is  not  incumbent  on  the  party  who  relies  on  the  deed 
to  prove  the  enrolment ;  it  lies  on  the  party  objecting  to  prove  the 
negative." 

The  next  step  is  to  prove  the  legal  requisites  essential  to  the  ex- 
istence of  the  document  as  a  deed,  simple  contract,  bill  of  exchange, 
will,  or  other  instrument  Circumstances  necessary  to  make  a  doc* 
nment  evidence  must  be  proved  aliunde,  and  not  from  the  document 
itself.  In  order,  for  example,  to  make  entries  by  a  corporator  evi- 
dence, it  must  be  first  shown  by  other  evidence  that  he  was  a  corpo- 
rator.' 

r*^Q41       If  the  deed  or  instrument  produced  purport'  to  have  *been 
attested  by  one  or  more  witnesses,  whose  names  are  sub- 
scribed,"^ the  party  must  call  at  least  one  of  the  witnesses ;  and  in 

^  See  tit.  Stamps,  and  tit.  Bills  of  Exchange,  &c.  As  to  compelling  the  pro- 
duction of  documents  for  the  purpose  of  inspection,  or  of  procuring  them  to  be 
stamped,  see  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Inspection.  The  general  rule  is,  that  the  court  will 
not  make  such  an  order  unless  the  applicant  be  either  an  actual  party  to  the 
instrument  or  a  party  in  interest :  Ibid.  Nor  then  where  each  has  his  own 
part.  In  an  action  between  A.  and  B.,  the  court  refused  a  rule  to  compel  B,  to 
produce,  for  the  purpose  of  being  stamped,  an  agreement  between  B.  and  C, 
although  it  appeared  by  the  affidavit  of  C,  that  the  act  complained  of  by  A. 
arose  out  of  this  agreement:  Lawrence  v.  Hooker^  5  Bing.  (15  £.  G.  L.  R.)  6. 

•  Doe  V.  Bingham,  4  B.  &  Aid.  (6  E.  C.  L.  R.)  672. 

^  In  general,  for  the  particular  proof,  see  the  title  of  the  instrument  itself. 

^  Davies  v.  Morgan,  1  Cr.  &  J.  587.  See  Banbury  Peerage  case,  2  S.  N.  P.  763 ; 
Adamihwaie  v.  Synge,  1  Stark.  G.  (2  £.  C.  L.  R.)  1S3 ;  Freeman  v.  Phillips,  4 
M.  &  S.  486. 

'  Where  an  agreement  contained  an  attestation  clause,  and  subjoined  to  it  the 
name  of  a  person  as  an  attesting  witness,  but  the  name  was  written  in  pencil 
by  one  of  the  parties,  and  not  by  the  supposed  witness,  it  was  considered  that 
there  was  no  primd  facie  evidence  of  any  attestation,  that  it  was  unnecessary 
to  call  the  supposed  witness,  and  that  the  execution  of  the  parties  might  be 
proved  by  other  means:  Cussons  v.  Skinner,  11  M.  &  W.  161. 

^  Where  the  seal  of  the  Bank  of  England  had  been  affixed  by  a  paper  wafered 
to  an  indenture,  on  which  paper  was  written,  "  Sealed  by  order  of  the  Gourt  of 
Directors  of  the  Governor  and  Gompany  of  the  Bank  of  England,  12th  December 
1833.  A.  J9.,  Secretary,"  it  was  held  that  it  did  not  appear  that  A.  B.  was  an 
attesting  witness.     The  statement  was  considered  to  be  a  mere  memorandum 

of  the  alteration  it  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  made  either  before  the  exe- 
cution of  the  paper  or  by  the  consent  of  the  parties :  Huntington  v.  Finch,  3 
Ohio  (N.  S.)  445. 
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cases  where  the  instrument  labors  under  any  doubt  or  suspicion,  he 
ought  to  call  them  all.  The  law  requires  the  testimony  of  the  sub- 
scribing witness,  because  the  parties  themselves,  by  selecting  him  as 
the  witness,  have  mutually  agreed  to  rest  upon  his  testimony  in  proof 
of  the  execution  of  the  instrument,  and  of  the  circumstances  which 
then  took  place,  and  because  he  knows  those  facts  which  are  proba- 
bly unknown  to  others.*  So  rigid  is  this  rale,^  that  it  has  been  held 
not  to  be  superseded  by  a  memorial  of  a  purchase-deed,  registered 
in  Middlesex  under  7  Anne,  c.  20,  even  against  the  *  parties 
registering :'  nor  in  the  case  of  an  agreement  to  submit  to  ^  ^ 
arbitration,  by  a  rule  of  court  reciting  it,  made  under  9  &  10  Will. 
III.,  c.  15,  without  calling  the  attesting  witness  ;^  and  it  was  for- 
merly held  not  to  be  superseded  in  the  case  of  a  deed,  by  proof  of  any 
admission  or  acknowledgment  of  the  execution  by  the  party  himself  ;^  ^ 

that  the  party  signing  was  the  person  deputed  to  affix  the  seal :  Doe  d.  Bank  of 
England  v.  Chambers,  4  Ad.  &.E.  (31  E.  C.  L.  R.)  412.  And  where  in  compli- 
ance with  a  rule  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  an  attorney  has  attested  an  insol* 
vent^s  petition  for  protection  under  5  &  6  Yict.  c.  116,  and  the  Bankruptcy 
Court  has  acted  upon  it,  he  is  not  an  attesting  witness  within  the  rule,  so  as  to 
require  him  to  be  called  to  prove  the  petition :  Bailey  v.  Bidwell^  13  M.  &  W. 
73.  But  here  the  petition  had  been  acted  upon  by  the  Court,  was  authenti- 
cated by  its  seal,  and  was  used  to  prove  the  mere  fact  that  a  petition  had  been 
presented.  If  the  schedule  be  used  to  show  an  admission  by  the  insolvent,  the 
attesting  attorney  must  be  called:  Streeter  v.  Bartlett,  5  C.  B.  (57  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
562. 

'  Doe  V.  Durnford,  2  M.  &  S.  62  j  R,  v.  Harringworth,  4  M.  &  S.  350 ;  Orey  v. 
Smythes,  Burr.  2275;  Breton  v.  Cope,  Peake,  C.  30.  The  defendant  would 
otherwise  te  deprived  of  the  opportunity  of  cross-examining  the  witness  as  to 
the  time  of  execution.     Per  Ashhurst,  J.,  in  Abbot  v.  Pluinhe,  Doug.  215. 

^  Formerly  (as  has  already  been  observed,  supra),  it  was  the  practice  to  try 
the  existence  of  a  disputed  deed  per patriam  et  testes;  that  is,  the  witnesses  to 
the  deed  were  sworn  as  part  of  the  jury. 

•  Doe  dem,  Loscombe  v.  Clifford,  2  C.  &  K.  (61  E.  C.  L.  R.)  448. 

•  Bema/  v.  Bead,  7  Q.  B.  (53  E.  C.  L.  R.)  79,  ante,  p.  304. 

^  Abbot  y.  Plumbe,  Doug.  216.  Although  the  acknowledgment  be  made  in 
court :  Johnson  v.  Mason,  1  Esp.  C.  39 ;  vide  etiam,  Laing  v.  Kaine,  2  B.  &  P. 
85.  See  the  observations  of  Buller,  J.,  on  the  case  of  Abbot  v.  Plumbe,  6  T.  R. 
367 ;  and  of  Lord  Ellenborough,  R,  v.  Harringvoorth,  4  M.  &  S.  350 ;  Jones  v. 
Brewer,  4  Taunt.  46.  The  attesting  witness  must  be  called,  although  he  be  the 
real  party  in  the  cause :  Honeywood  v.  Peacock,  3  Camp.  196.  But  payment  of 
money  into  court  on  one  of  the  breaches  of  covenant  assigned,  amounts  to  an 
admission  of  the  deed,  although  non  est  factum  has  been  pleaded :  Randall  v. 
Ijynch,  2  Camp.  357.    And  admissions  are  binding  which  are  made  by  a  party 

'  Fox  et  ah  v.  Reil  et  al,,  3  Johns.  477 ;  Clements  S  Co.  v.  Eason  et  al,,  1 
Hayw.  18 ;  Johnson  v.  Knight,  1  Cas.  Law  Rep.  93,  ace.    So  in  case  of  a  receipt : 
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whether  the  action  was  brought  against  the  obligor  himself,  or  against 
his  assignees  after  his  bankruptcy,*'  nor  by  proof  of  any  admission  of 
the  execution  made  by  the  defendant  in  his  answer  to  a  bill  in  equity/ 
But  upon  consideration  the  courts  have  held,  that  *admis- 
*-  -^  sions  by  a  party  bound,  when  used  against  himself,  do  not 
fall  within  the  reason  of  the  rule  which  forbids  the  reception  of 
secondary  evidence  until  the  absence  of  primary  evidence  has  been 
satisfactorily  accounted  for.  That  reason  is,  that  the  introduction  of 
secondary  evidence  when  primary  can  be  produced,  the  former  being 
in  its  nature  derived  from  the  latter,  necessarily  raises  a  suspicion 
that  the  latter  would  have  been  unfavorable  to  the  party  who  does  not 
produce  it.  To  what  a  party  himself  admits  to  be  true,  it  is  obvious 
that  this  reason  does  not  apply  ;*  and,  therefore,  admissions  made  by 

or  his  attorney,  with  a  view  to  the  trial  of  the  cause ;  therefore,  if  the  deed  be 
admitted  on  a  summons  and  judge^s  order,  proof  of  the  execution  of  it  will  be 
dispensed  with.  Admissions  thus  made,  or  admissions  agreed  on  between  the 
parties  foi;  the  purposes  of  the  cause,  are  conclusive  and  irrevocable :  Wilkes  v. 
Hopkins,  1  C.  B.  (50  E.  C.  L.  R.)  737 ;  Langley  v.  Lord  Oxford,  1  M.  &  W. 
508 ;  Elton  V.  Larkins,  1  M.  &  Rob.  196 ;  Doe  v.  Bird,  7  Car.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  6.     See  tit.  Aduissiovis,  post, 

*  Abbot  V.  Plumbe,  Doug.  215. 

^  Call  V.  Dunning,  4  East  53.  See  Bowles  v.  Langworthy,  5  T.  R.  366  ;  R,  v. 
Middlezoy,  2  T.  R.  41.  The  question  arising  whether  the  plaintiff  in  equity  had 
demised  certain  tithes  to  a  third  party,  the  plaintiff  admitted  an  exhibit,  being 
a  notice  by  him  of  such  demise,  and  another  exhibit  as  a  true  copy  of  the  lease 
referred  to  in  the  notice :  it  was  held  in  equity  that  the  notice  did  not  relieve 
the  defendant  from  the  necessity  of  calling  the  attesting  witness,  as  the  admis- 
sion of  the  copy  did  not  put  the  party  in  a  better  situation  than  if  the  original 
had  been  produced :  Mounsa/  v.  Bumham,  1  Hare  15. 

•  Slatterlie  v.  Fooley,  6  M.  &  W.  664 ;  Howard  v.  Smith,  3  M.  &  G.  {42  E.  C. 

Pearl  v.  Allen,  1  Tyler  4.  In  New  York  it  has  been  decided,  in  the  case  of  a 
promissory  note^  that  it  may  be  proved  by  the  maker^s  confession,  without  call- 
ing the  subscribing  witness :  Hall  v.  Phelps,  2  Johns.  451.  In  Willoughby  v. 
Carleton,  9  Johns.  136,  it  was  decided  that  a  deed  could  not  be  proved  by  the 
grantee  in  an  action  to  which  he  was  not  a  party,  without  accounting  for  the 
absence  of  the  subscribing  witness,  because  the  opposite  party  had  a  right  to 
cross-examine  him.  That  subscribing  witness  must  be  called,  whatever  be  the 
instrument ;  see  Hagland  v.  Sebring,  2  South.  103  -,  Williams  v.  Davis^  1  Penn. 
177;  January  v.  Goodman,  1  Dall.  208;  Hechert  v.  Haine,  6  Binn.  16;  even 
though  the  instrument  be  lost:  McMahan  v.  McGrady,  5  S.  &  R.  314.  M. 

Where  the  subscribing  witness  has  become  disqualified,  testimony  of  his 
handwriting  is  sufficient :  Keejer  v.  Zimmerman,  22  Md.  274.  A  deed  properly 
acknowledged  or  proved  to  entitle  it  to  record  is  admissible  in  evidence :  Hoi- 
brook  V.  Nichol,  36  111.  161.  Where  deeds  are  required  to  be  recorded,  the 
record-books  themselves  are  evidence :  Morrill  v.  Gelston,  34  Md.  413 ;  Sheehan 
V.  Davis,  17  Ohio  St.  571. 
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a  party  are  evidence  against  him  of  the  contents  of  a  document  with- 
out producing  it  or  calling  the  attesting  witness. 

Thus  in  Boulter  r,  Peplow,^  a  memorandum  signed  by  the  plaintiffs, 
endorsed  on  a  copy  of  the  deed  of  settlement  of  a  company,  which 
was  in  the  following  terms,  "  We  do  hereby  certify  that  the  within- 
written  deed  is  the  *deed  of  settlement  of  the  Universal  Gas- 
light Company,  and  that,  to  the  best  of  our  knowledge,  the  '■  J 
particulars  therein  contained  are  correctly  set  forth,"  was  held  to 
render  the  copy  primary  evidence  against  the  plaintiffs  of  the  con- 
tents of  the  deed.  So  the  execution  of  a  deed  is  suflSciently  proved 
as  against  the  assignor  of  it,  by  proof  of  the  assignment  by  him  con- 
taining a  recital  of  it ;  as  in  an  action  against  a  sheriff  for  taking 
insufficient  pledges  in  replevin,  the  assignment  of  the  replevin  bond 
by  the  sheriff  boing  admitted,  it  was  held  unnecessary  to  call  the 
attesting  witness  to  the  bond.^ 

The  general  rule  as  to  the  necessity  for  producing  the  document 
and  proving  it  by  the  attesting  witness  applies  whether  the  question 
be  between  the  parties  to  the  deed,  or  strangers  ;^  whether  the  deed 
be  the  foundation  of  the  action,  or  but  collateral  ;^  or  whether  it  still 
exist  as  a  deed,  or  has  been  cancelled  ;^  and  although  the  issue  be 
directed  by  a  Court  of  Equity  to  try  the  date,  and  not  the  existence 
of  a  deed.^  Upon  an  indictment  against  an  apprentice  for  a  fraudu- 
lent enlistment,  it  was  held  that  the  indentures  must  be  proved  in  the 

L.  R.)  254 ;  King  v.  Cole,  2  Ex.  628  j  Toll  v.  iee,  4  Ex.  230 ;  Murray  v.  Gregory^ 
5  Ex.  468 ;  and  see  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Admissions.  Such  admissions  are  evidence, 
though  they  relate  to  a  deed  which  is  produced,  but  is  inadmissible  because  it  is 
not  properly  stamped  :  Slatterlie  v.  Pooley,  It  does  not,  however,  render  the  in- 
strument itself  admissible  where  the  statement  merely  is  as  to  its  contents  or 
operation  ;  and  the  party  using  the  admission  cannot  correct  any  erroneous  ver- 
sion it  may  present,  without  calling  the  attesting  witness,  and  putting  in  the 
document :  Toll  v.  Lee,  And  where  an  action  was  brought  upon  an  agreement 
between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendants,  as  modified  by  a  memorandum  of  even 
date  endorsed  upon  it,  which  memorandum  expressly  referred  to  it  as  the  within- 
mentioned  agreement :  the  plaintiffs  at  the  trial  duly  proved  the  part  of  the  mem- 
orandum executed  by  the  defendants,  and  it  was  held  on  a  bill  of  exceptions 
by  the  Exch.  that  they  might  then  read  the  original  agreement  without  calling 
the  attesting  witness.  In  this  case  the  court  considered  the  memorandum,  not 
as  an  admission  by  the  defendants  of  the  agreement,  but  as  itself  an  agreement 
incorporating  the  original  one  by  reference :  FUhmongera'  Comp,  v.  Dimsdale 
and  others,  6  C:  B.  (60  £.  0.  L.  R.)  896. 

'19  L.  J.,  C.  P.  190  ;  PHtchard  v.  Bagshaw,  20  L.  J.,  C.  P.  161. 

«  Plumer  v.  BHsco,  11  Q.  B.  (63  E.  C.  L.  R.)  46. 

^  4  East  53.  «  Manners  v.  Postan,  4  Esp.  239. 

*  Breton  v.  Cope,  Peake,  C.  30. 

» Edinburgh  y.  Crudell,  2  Stark.  Q.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  284. 
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regular  way."*  And  the  same  rule  applies  to  all  written  agreements, 
and  other  instruments  attested  by  a  witness,  as,  for  instance,  a  notice 
to  quit  in  ejectment,*  in  which  case  it  was  held,  the  proof  of  the 
notice  upon  the  tenant,  and  that  it  was  read  over  to  him  without  his 
making  any  objection,  was  not  sufficient. 

Where  the  plaintiff  avers  that  the  defendant  was  bound 
L  J  ♦by  an  indenture,  the  fact  may  be  proved  by  the  production 
and  proof  of  the  execution  of  the  part  executed  by  the  defendant.® 
Where  the  subscribing  witness  is  called  to  prove  the  execution 
of  the  deed,  the  proof  consists.  First,  of  the  sealing ;  Secondly,  of 
the  delivery.  First,  the  sealing,  need  not  be  with  the  seal  of  the 
obligor,  and  not  have  been  actually  made  at  the  time;  it  is  sufficient 
if  the  obligor  acknowledge  any  impression  already  made  to  be  his 
seal  ;P  and  it  seems  that  one  piece  of  wax  will  suffice  for  several  obli- 
gors, if  they  make  distinct  and  several  prints  upon  it.^  In  Lord  Love- 
lace'8  ca%e^  it  was  said  that  if  one  of  the  officers  of  the  forest  put 
one  seal  to  the  rolls  by  the  assent  of  all  the  verderers  and  other 
officers,  it  is  as  good  as  if  every  one  had  put  his  several  seal ;  as  in 
the  case  divers  men  enter  into  an  obligation,  and  they  all  consent, 
and^set  but  one  seal  to  it,  it  is  a  good  obligation  of  them  all.  And 
if  one  partner,  in  the  presence  of  the  other,  seal  and  deliver  a  deed 
of  sale  for  both,  it  is  binding  upon  them  both.'  Where  a  deed  is 
executed  under  some  special  authority,  which  prescribes  the  mode 

■*  R.  V.  J(mei^  E.  P.  C.  822  ;  R,  v.  Harringworthf  4  M.  &  S.  350.  So  in  arson, 
with  intent  to  defraud  the  insurers,  the  policy  mast  be  produced  and  proved : 
Dorari's  ease,  I  Esp.  127 ;  R.  y.  Gibson,  1  Taunt.  98. 

■  Doe  V.  Burnfordj  2  M.  &  S.  62  ;  Stone  v.  Metcalf,  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
53.  See  also  Higgs  v.  Dixon,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  180,  where  the  same 
was  held  as  to  an  attested  warrant  to  distrain. 

•  Burleigh  v.  Stibbs,  6  T.  R.  466 ;  Roe  v.  Davis,  7  East  363  ;  Doe  v.  Pidman, 
3  Q.  B.  (43  E.  C.  L.  R.)  622.  In  an  action  by  the  lessor  against  the  assignee  of 
the  lessee,  the  plaintiff  having  proved  the  execution  of  the  counterpart,  and  that 
the  original  had  been  delivered  over  to  the  defendant,  it  was  held  that  he  was 
not  bound  to  prove  the  execution  of  the  original,  which  was  produced  by  the  de- 
fendant out  of  the  hands  of  a  third  person,  to  whom  he  assigned  it  over  by  a 
deed  reciting  the  original  lease:  Burnett  v.  Lynch^  5  B.  &  C.  (11  E.  G.  L.  R.) 
589.  It  is  not  competent  to  a  party,  who  has  taken  under  a  deed  all  the  interest 
which  it  gives,  to  dispute  its  due  execution :  Ibid. ;  Doe  v.  Waintoright^  5  Ad. 
k  E.  (31  E.  C.  L.  R.)  520.    But  see  Pitman  v.  Woodbury,  3  Ex.  4. 

»  Com.  Dig.,  tit.  Fait. 

1  Shep.  Touchst.  57 ;  Perkins,  c.  2,  s.  134. 

'  Sir  W.  Jones,  268. 

•  Ball  V.  DunsterviUe,^'^,  R.  313  ;  Cooch  v.  G^oodman,  2Q.  B.  (42  E.  C.  L.  R,) 
580 ;  but  see  Harrison  v.  Jackson^  7  T.  R.  207. 
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and  form  of  execution,  the  execution  will  not  be  valid  unless  those 
requisites  be  observed.  Thus,  where  a  certificate  under  the  statute 
8  &  9  Will.  III.,  c.  30  (which  requires  certificates  to  be  *under 
the  hands  and  seals  of  the  churchwardens  and  overseers,  or  ^  ^ 
the  major  part  of  them,  or  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  the  overseers, 
where  there  are  no  churchwardens),  was  signed  by  two  churchwardens 
and  one  overseer,  but  bore  two  seals  only,  the  court  held  that  it  was 
not  a  valid  certificate.  They  said  that  it  was  the  case  of  an  execu- 
tion of  a  power,  and  that  in  the  execution  of  powers  all  the  circum- 
stances required  by  the  creators  of  the  power,  however  unessential 
and  otherwise  unimportant,  must  be  observed,  and  can  only  be  satisfied 
by  a  strictly  literal  and  precise  performance.* 

In  the  case  of  Adam  v.  Kerr^  on  an  action  on  a  bond  alleged  to 
have  been  sealed,  evidence  was  admitted  to  prove  a  custom  in 
Jamaica  (where  the  bond  in  question  had  been  executed)  by  substi- 
tuting a  mark  with  a  pen  for  a  seal.  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas, 
after  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
granted  a  rule  nm  to  set  aside  the  verdict  and  enter  a  nonsuit,  but  no 
decision  was  given.^     Proof  of  the  delivery  of  a  sealed  instrument 

*  Rex  V.  Austrey,  Easter  Term,  1817.  Hawkins  v.  Kemp,  3  East  410.  See 
tit.  Power,  and  Sir  E.  Sugden^s  Treatise  on  Powers,  where  the  whole  subject  of 
Powers  is  most  skilfally  treated. 

•  1  B.  &  P.  360. 

^  In  Pennsylyania  and  Virginia  a  written  or  ink  seal  or  scrawl  is  sufficient : 
McDiWs  Lessee  v.  McDiU,  1  Dall.  63  j  Long  v.  Ramsay,  1  S.  &  R.  72 ;  Jones  et 
al,  V.  Logwood,  1  Wash.  42.  But  in  the  latter  State  there  must  be  some  ex- 
pression in  the  body  of  the  instrument  to  show  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
parties  to  give  it  the  effect  of  a  sealed  instrument :  Baird  v.  Blaigrove,  1  Wash. 
170 ;  Austin^ s  adm,  v.  Whitlock's  ex^ors.,  1  Munf.  487  j  Anderson  v.  Bullock  et 
al,j  4  Munf.  442.  Aliter  semble  in  Pennsylvania:  Taylor  et  al»  v.  Glazer,  2  S. 
&  R.  504.  In  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Coffin,  it  was  held  in  the  District 
Court  of  South  Carolina  that  a  mark  made  with  ink,  in  the  form  of  a  seal,  was 
sufficient  to  create  a  specialty,  if  acknowledged  by  the  maker  as  his  seal :  Bee 
140.  In  New  Jersey,  it  has  been  decided  that  a  written  scrawl  is  not  good  as  a 
seal,  except  upon  instruments  for  the  payment  of  money :  Overseer  of  Hopewell 
v.  Overseers  of  Amwell,  1  Halst.  169 ;  see  NewhoWs  ex' or,  v.  Lamb,  2  South. 
449.  In  Warren  v.  Lynch,  5  Johns.  239,  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York  held 
that  a  scrawl  with  a  pen  of  L.  S.  at  the  end  of  a  name  is  not  a  seal — that  a  seal 
is  an  impression  upon  wax  or  wafer  or  some  other  tenacious  substance  capable 
of  being  impressed — ^and  that  although  a  scrawl  might  be  considered  a  seal  and 
render  an  instrument  a  specialty,  in  the  place  where  it  was  executed,  yet  when 
sued  in  New  York,  it  must  be  treated  as  a  simple  contract  and  declared  upon 
accordingly.  M. 

The  seal  of  a  corporation  may  be  a  scrawl :  Illinois  Central  R,  R.  Co.  v. 
Johnson,  40  111.  5. 
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will  be  evidence  that  the  party  adopts  and  acknowledges  the  seal  to 
be  his ;  and  proof  that  he  wrote  his  name  opposite  to  the  seal  affords 
presumptive  evidence  of  the  sealing  and  delivery  of  a  deed  in  which 
it  was  affirmed  that  he  sealed  it.' 

Where  a  party  to  a  deed  has  acted  under  it  for  some  time,  and  it 
is  produced  from  his  custody,  its  execution  by  him  may  be  presumed 
against  him,  although  there  be  a  seal  only,  and  no  signature  or  attes- 
tation.^ 

No  particular  form  of  delivery  is  requisite;  it  is  sufficient  if  the 
obligor,  by  any  act,  indicate  his  intention  to  put  the  deed  into  the 
possession  of  the  other  party,  as  by  *throwing  it  down  upon 
'■  J  the  table  for  the  other  to  take  it  up.  So  if  a  stranger  deliver 
it  with  the  assent  of  a  party  to  the  deed.'  If  the  deed  be  made  by 
a  corporate  body,  it  is  sufficient  to  prove  that  it  was  sealed  by  the 
corporate  seal  or  any  other  which  was  used  for  the  occasion,  without 
proving  a  delivery  of  the  deed.*  But  if  the  corporation,  by  their 
letter  of  attorney,  have  appointed  an  agent  to  deliver  the  deed,  it  is 
not  their  deed  till  delivery.**  ^ 

«  Talbot  V.  ffodson,  7  Taunt.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  251. 

y  Cherry  v.  Heming,  4  Ex.  633,  note  j  5  Bing.  (15  E.  C.  L.  R.)  368. 

'  Com.  Dig.  Fait,  A.  3  ;  Go.  Litt.  36  a  ;  Thoroughgood^ 8  e<ue^  9  Rep.  137,  a; 
Murray  v.  Earl  of  Stair ^  2  B.  &  0.  (9  E.  C.  L.  R.)  82.  A  boy  and  his  father 
went  to  ezecate  an  apprentice-deed,  binding  the  son ;  they  desired  a  person  to 
write  their  names  opposite  to  two  seals,  which  was  done ;  they  took  the  instru- 
ment to  the  master,  and  left  it  with  him.  This  was  held  tu  be  a  sufficient 
execution :  R,  v.  LongnoTy  Inhah.^  1  N.  &  M.  (28  E.  0.  L.  R.)  576 ;  4  B.  &  Ad. 
(24  E.  0.  L.  R.)  647.  A  deed  between  two  parties  purported  to  be  under  their 
hands  and  seals.  The  signing  and  sealing  by  both  were  attested.  The  deed 
was  in  the  hands  of  the  plainti£f,  who  sued  the  defendant  on  it  in  an  action  of 
assumpsit,  and  both  parties  had  admitted  that  it  was  signed,  sealed,  and 
executed  as  it  purported  to  be.  The  court  held,  that  it  must  be  presumed  to 
have  been  delivered,  being  produced  by  the  plaintiff,  and  therefore  did  not  sup- 
port the  action  of  assumpsit:  HaU  y.  Bainhridgey  12  Q.  B.  (64  E.  C.  L.  R.)  699. 

*  Perk.  c.  2,  s.  132.  The  name  used  must  be  the  same  in  substance  with  the 
true  name,  but  need  not  be  the  same  in  words  and  syllables :  Mayor  and  Bur- 
gesses of  Lynn,  10  Coke  124 ;  Croydon  Hospital  v.  Farlq/^  6  Taunt.  (1  £.  G.  L. 
R.)  467  ;  and  4  B.  &  Ad.  (24  E.  C.  L.  R.)  650. 

^  Go.  Litt.  36,  a,  note  5. 

^  One  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  a  deed  did  not  recollect  that  it  was  de- 
liyered,  but  was  sure  that  he  should  not  have  attested  it,  unless  he  had  seen  the 
grantor  sign  and  seal  it  or  heard  him  acknowledge  that  he  had  done  so ;  another 
did  not  recollect  the  deliyery  but  was  sure  that  he  should  not  have  attested  it, 
unless  he  had  heard  him  acknowledge  it  as  his  act  and  deed  for  the  purposes 
therein  mentioned,  as  it  was  his  constant  custom  to  require  his  acknowledgment. 
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Although  a  party  is  under  the  necessity  of  calling  the  subscribing 
witness,^   he   is   not   conclude   by   the   testimony  of  that  witness, 

•  Jones  V.  Brewer^  4  Taunt.  46. 

The  third  was  out  of  the  country  and  the  fourth  interested,  but  their  hand- 
writing proved ;  held  a  suflScient  attestation  of  the  deed :  Currie  v.  Donald,  2 
Wash.  5S.  The  execution  of  a  sealed  instrument  is  suflSciently  proved  by  the 
production  of  the  subscribing  witnesses,  who  recognize  their  signatures  and 
remember  the  transaction,  though  neither  remembers  the  fact  of  formal  delivery : 
MUler^s  estate,  3  Rawle  312.  If  the  subscribing  witnesses  are  unable  to  recol- 
lect material  circumstances,  the  testimony  of  another  person  who  was  present 
at  the  time  is  admissible  to  establish  these  facts :  Ibid.  And  where  the  witness 
to  an  instrument  offered  in  evidence  by  the  defendant  had  become  special  bail 
for  the  defendant,  it  was  held  that  the  handwriting  of  the  parties  to  the  instrument 
and  witness  might  be  proved :  Bell  v.  Cowgill,  1  Ashm.  8.  If  a  witness  become 
interested  in  the  destruction  of  an  instrument  of  writing  after  its  execution,  evi- 
dence of  his  handwriting  will  be  received :  Allen  v.  Allen,  2  Tenn.  172.        G. 

The  subscribing  witness  to  an  agreement  stated  that  he  was  called  into  the 
room  to  sign  the  paper  as  a  witness,  but  did  not  see  the  parties  execute  it,  or 
acknowledge  they  had  done  so,  but  they  told  him  it  was  their  agreement ;  this 
was  held  sufficient :  Munns  v.  Dupont,  3  Wash.  C.  C.  Rep.  42.  So  where  one 
testified  that  he  was  called  into  a  room  to  witness  the  execution  of  articles  of 
agreement  for  the  sale  of  lands ;  that  he  did  not  see  the  vendor  sign,  seal  or 
deliver  the  papers,  but  he  saw  the  money  paid,  and  knew  the  handwriting  to  be 
that  of  the  vendor ;  it  was  held  (one  judge  dissenting)  that  this  was  sufficient 
proof  to  let  the  instrument  go  to  the  jury :  Lesher's  Lessee  v.  Levan,  2  Dall. 
So  in  Figgott  v.  Halhway,  1  Binn.  436,  a  warrant  of  attorney  was  permitted  to 
go  to  the  jury,  upon  a  subscribing  witness  testifying  that  on  a  reference  to  his 
minutes  he  found  he  was  present  at  a  certain  place  on  the  day  of  the  date  of 
the  warrant;  that  his  name  as  attesting  witness  was  in  his  own  hand- 
writing ;  that  the  defeasance  to  the  warrant  was  also  in  his  own  handwriting ; 
and  that  the  impression  of  the  seal  appeared  to  be  taken  from  an  engraving  he 
then  and  still  had ;  and  that  from  all  these  circumstances,  he  was  convinced 
that  he  was  present  and  witnessed  the  execution  of  the  instrument.  In  an 
action  on  a  sealed  bill,  proof  by  the  subscribing  witness  that  he  saw  the 
defendant  sign  his  name  to  it,  and  heard  him  admit  that  it  was  his  signature,  but 
did  not  hear  him  acknowledge  that  it  was  his  seal,  nor  see  him  deliver  it,  was 
held  sufficient  to  go  to  the  jury :  Curtis  v.  HaU,  1  South.  148  ;  see  Berks  and 
Dauphin  Turnpike  Co,  v.  Myers,  6  S.  &  K.  12 ;  Sigfried  v.  Leown,  Id.  308 ; 
Crawford  v.  State,  6  Har.  &  Johns.  231.  In  Churchill  v.  Speighfs  Ex'ors,,  2 
Hayw.  338,  where  in  an  action  on  a  single  hill,  the  subscribing  witness  swore 
that  his  name  was  in  his  handwriting,  and  that  he  attested  a  note  from  A,  to  B,, 
who  assigned  it  to  plaintiff,  and  that  he  attested  no  other ;  that  he  did  not 
believe  the  signature  to  the  note  to  be  in  ^.'s  handwriting,  and  that  he  did  not 
remember  that  there  was  a  seal  to  it — it  was  left  to  the  jury  to  determine 
whether  the  evidence  was  sufficient.  In  South  Carolina,  it  is  held  that  it  is  not 
necessary  that  a  subscribing  witness  should  recollect  the  time  and  occasion 
when  he  subscribed  the  instrument,  if  he  recognizes  his  handwriting  and  is 
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if  he  cannot,  or  will  not  declare  the  truth.  If  the  witness  refuses  to 
testify/  the  attestation  may  be  proved  by  another  witness.*  Where 
one  of  the  witnesses  to  a  will  would  not  swear  to  the  sealing  and  pub- 
lication, Holt,  C.  J.,  held  that  it  was  sufficient  to  prove  the  attesta- 
tion of  the  witness.'  If  the  witness  admit  *his  signature  as 
^  -I  attesting  witness,  but  prove  that  he  did  not  in  fact  see  the 
instrument  executed,  proof  of  the  handwriting  of  the  obligor  will  be 
sufficient.^  If  the  witness  actually  deny  the  due  execution  of  the  in- 
strument, other  witnesses  may  be  called  to  contradict  him ;  and  cir- 
cumstantial evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  the  contrary.^  ^    So  a  will 

*  B.  V.  Harringworih,  4  M.  &  S.  350 ;  Talbot  v.  Hodson,  7  Taunt.  (2  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  251. 

*  Per  Lord  Mansfield,  Burr.  2224,  2225,  where  two  of  the  witnesses  to  a  will 
denied  their  handwriting,  and  it  was  proved  by  the  third. 

^  Dayrell  v.  Glasscock^  Skin.  413.  In  many  cases  the  witness  is  unable  from 
his  memory  to  speak  to  the  fact  of  execution  *,  if,  however,  he  says  that  from 
seeing  his  signature  he  is  sure  he  saw  the  party  execute,  this  is  enough: 
Maugham  v.  Hubbard^  8  B.  &  G.  (15  E.  C.  L.  R.)  14;  Bringloe  v.  Goodson^  5 
Bing.  N.  C.  (35  E.  C.  L.  R.)  738 ;  E.  v.  St.  Martin,  Leicester,  2  Ad.  &  E.  (29  E. 
C.  L.  R.)  210. 

'  Grellier  v.  Neale,  Peake's  C.  146,  t.  e.,  if  no  other  attesting  witness  appear 
on  the  instrument;  and  see  Talbot  v.  Hodson,  7  Taunt.  (2  E.  G.  L.  R.)  251 ; 
Bun'ows  V.  Lock,  19  Ves.  474  j  Lemon  v.  Dean,  2  Camp.  C.  636 ;  Fitzgerald  v. 
EUee,  2  Camp.  C.  635 ;  Ley  v.  Ballard,  3  Esp.  C.  173,  n. ;  contra,  Phipps  v. 
Parker,  1  Cam.  412 ;  Boxer  v.  Rabeth,  1  Gow.  175. 

^  And.  224,  per  Lord  Mansfield,  Doug.  206.  A  will  of  lands  made  before  7 
Will.  IV.  k  1  Vict.  c.  26,  was  attested  by  three  witnesses,  one  being  a  marks- 
man ;  a  person  of  the  same  name  and  supposed  to  be  this  witness,  who  was 
very  old  and  had  known  the  testator,  recollected  nothing  of  the  transaction ; 
and  the  other  two  being  dead,  their  handwriting  was  proved.  The  will  had 
been  uncontested  for  sixteen  years.  It  was  held  that  the  jury  might  presume 
the  due  execution,  although  there  was  no  other  proof  of  the  devisor*s  band- 
writing  or  authority.    Doe  dem.  Davies  v.  Davies,  9  Q.  B.  (58  £.  C.  L.  R.)  648. 

assured  that  he  never  subscribed  an  instrument  without  having  seen  it  duly 
executed  or  acknowledged :  Pearson  v.  Wightman,  1  Rep.  Con.  Ct  344.  So  in 
New  Jersey,  Denn  v.  Mason,  1  Coxe  10.  So  in  Virginia,  Currie  v.  Donald,  2 
Wash.  58. 

^  Where  a  subscribing  witness  denies  his  signature,  other  witnesses  may  be 
called  to  prove  the  execution  of  the  instrument:  DucknaU  v.  Weaver,  2  Ohio 
13.  So  also  if  he  refuses  to  attend,  under  circumstances  of  fraud,  and  the 
party  has  done  all  he  can  to  procure  his  attendance :  Baker  v.  Blount,  2  Hayw. 
404.  0. 

Where  a  subscribing  witness  to  a  deed  does  not  remember  its  execution,  but 
states  that  his  signature  is  genuine  and  that  it  would  not  have  been  placed  there 
unless  he  had  been  called  to  witness  it,  this  evidence  is  sufficient  to  render  the 
deed  admissible :  Graham  v.  Lockhart,  8  Ala.  9  *,  Hemphill  v.  Dixon,  1  Hempst. 
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may  be  proved  by  the  evidence  of  one  witness,  although  two  of  the 
attesting  witnesses  swear  that  the  testator  was  incompetent.*  And 
where  two  witnesses  to  a  will  of  lands  swore  that  the  testator  did  not 
publish  the  will,  and  was  incapable  of  doing  so,  the  court,  upon  a 
trial  at  bar,  admitted  witnesses  to  contradict  them.^  In  the  celebra- 
ted case  of  Lowe  v.  Joliffe^  the  three  subscribing  witnesses  to  the 
testator's  will,  and  the  two  surviving  ones  to  a  codicil  made  four 
years  subsequent  to  the  will,  all  swore  that  he  was  incapable  of  mak- 
ing a  will  at  the  time  of  the  will  and  codicil,  or  at  any  intermediate 
time;  and  *yet  the  will  was  established  upon  the  testimony  p^-^on 
of  other  witnesses.^  *■        ^ 

*  Hudson's  case,  Skin.  79. 

^  And  committed  the  two  witnesses  for  perjury,  taking  security  from  the  plain- 
tiff to  prosecute  them  :  Hudson's  case,  Skin.  79. 

*  1  Bla.  365 ;  and  see  Pike  v.  Badmering,  Str.  1096. 

235.  A  subscribing  witness  testified  to  his  own  signature  to  a  mortgage,  and 
that  it  was  signed  and  acknowledged  by  a  person  who  was  introduced  to  him  as 
the  mortgagor.  Another  witness  identified  the  signature  thus  made  as  that  of 
the  mortgagor.  Held  that  the  mortgage  was  sufficiently  proved  :  Goodhue  v. 
Berrien,  2  Sandf.  Ch.  630.  Proof  by  the  subscribing  witness  that  he  saw  the 
party  deliver  an  instrument,  already  signed  and  sealed  by  him,  is  sufficient: 
Higgins  v.  Bogan,  4  Ilarring.  330.  The  identity  of  the  grantor  in  a  deed,  will 
be  presumed  from  proof  of  the  execution  of  the  instrument  by  one  of  the  same 
name  even  though  it  appear  that  there  are  many  others  of  that  name :  Floumoy 
V.  Warden,  17  Mo.  435.  The  testimony  of  one  whose  name  appears  as  a  sub- 
scribing witness  to  a  deed,  executed  about  twelve  years  previously,  that  he  had 
no  recollection  of  ever  having  seen  and  attested  the  deed,  and  believes  he  never 
did,  is  not  sufficient  to  show  the  instrument  to  be  spurious,  in  opposition  to 
one  witness  who  testifies  to  its  execution  by  the  parties,  and  of  others  who 
state  corroborating  facts :  Juzan  v.  Toulman,  9  Ala.  663 ;  Hale  v.  Stone,  14 
Ibid.  803. 

'  That  the  subscribing  witness  or  one  of  them,  if  competent,  alive  and  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  must  be  produced  :  see  Sheets  v.  Dufour,  5  Blackf. 
549;  'Pramnell  v.  Roberts,  1  McMul.  305 ;  Brock  v.  Saxton,  5  Pike  708  ;  Handy 
V.  The  State,  7  Har.  &  Johns.  42 ;  Sampson  v.  Grimes,  7  Blackf.  176  -,  Woodman 
V.  Segar,  25  Me.  90;  Mai'iner  v.  Saunders,  5  Gilm.  113;  Edwards  v.  Sullivan, 
8  Ired.  302 ;  Spencer  v.  Bedford,  4  Strobb.  96  ;  Jones  v.  Underwood,  28  Barb. 
481 ;  and  that  he  may  be  contradicted  and  discredited  by  the  party  calling  him : 
Smith  V.  Ashill,  2  Strobh.  141.  If  he  forgets  or  denies  his  attestation,  other  evi- 
dence of  its  execution  may  be  resorted  to :  Reinhart  v-  Miller,  22  Ga.  402.  Where 
names  of  persons  are  found  on  a  deed  in  the  usual  place  for  subscribing  wit- 
nesses, and  they  are  not  parties  to  the  deed,  they  will  be  presumed  to  be  wit- 
nesses to  the  instrument,  though  they  are  not  stated  to  be  such  ;  and  therefore 
where  such  a  deed  is  to  be  proved,  they  must  be  produced  or  their  absence 
legally  accounted  for :  Chaplain  v.  Briscoe,  11  S.  &  M.  372.  The  testimony  of 
one  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  a  deed  is  sufficient  to  prove  its  execution. 
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Declarations  by  a  deceased  attesting  witness  that  he  forged  the 
instrument,  or  has  fraudulently  altered  it,  are  inadmissible."^  But 
where  some  of  the  witnesses  are  dead,  and  the  survivor  charges  them 
with  fraud  in  the  attestation,  evidence  of  their  good  character  may 
be  given  to  support  the  will.* 

Where  the  instrument  purports  to  have  been  attested  by  a  witness, 
the  party  on  whom  the  proof  of  the  instrument  lies  must,  unless  the 
instrument  appear  to  be  thirty  years  old  (when  it  is  to  be  inferred 
that  the  witnesses  are  dead),  either  call  an  attesting  witness  or  show 
that  the  usual  proof  by  means  of  the  attesting  witness  has  become 
impossible.  For  this  purpose  he  may  prove  that  the  attesting  witness 
is  dead,*  has  become  blind,^  or  insane.^    Previous  to  the  recent  Acts, 

^  Where  there  were  two  attesting  witnesses  and  one  denied  all  recollection  of 
having  attested  the  deed^  and  doubted  the  genuineness  of  his  own  and  the 
defendant's  signatures,  and  the  other  witness  being  dead,  his  signature  and 
that  of  the  defendant  were  proved  by  other  witnesses,  declarations  of  the 
deceased  witness  that  he  had  frequently  altered  the  deed  were  held  not  ad- 
missible :  Stobart  v.  Dryden,  1  M.  &  W.  616  ;  and  see  Sussex  Peerage  case,  11 
CI.  &  F.  85. 

»  Provis  V.  Reed^  5  Bing.  (15  E.  C.  L.  R.)  435  ;  Doe  dem.  Walker  v.  Stephen- 
sotty  3  Esp.  284. 

<*  Barnes  v.  Tompowski,  7  T.  R.  266.  It  seems  that  the  ordinary  presumption 
as  to  the  death  of  any  party  would  be  acted  upon.  See  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Diath — 
Pedigree. 

p  Wood  V.  JDrury,  Ld.  Raym.  734;  12  Vin.  Abr.  T.  b.  48,  pl.  12;  Pedler  v. 
Paige,  1  M.  &  Rob.  258.  But  in  Crank  v.  Frith,  2  M.  &  Rob.  262,  Lord  Abin- 
ger  held  that  he  ought  to  be  called,  in  order  to  learn  whether  anything  material 
passed  at  the  execution. 

•>  Bemett  v.  Taylor,  9  Ves.  381 ;  Currie  v.  Cfhild,  3  Camp.  283.  But  inasmuch 
as  an  insane  person  may  be  a  witness,  unless  he  is  so  devoid  of  understanding  as 
to  be  unable  to  testify :  R,  v.  Hill,  20  L.  J.,  M.  C.  222  ;  it  would  appear  that  he 

unless  the  judge  in  his  discretion  requires  the  production  of  the  others:  Burke 
V.  Miller,  7  Cus.  547 ;  White  v.  Woad,  8  Ibid.  413.  So  proof  of  the  handwriting 
of  one  witness  is  sufficient :  Burnett  v.  Thompson,  13  Ired.  379.  The  acknow- 
ledgment by  the  party  himself  that  he  executed  the  deed,  or  even  his  admission 
in  answer  to  a  bill  filed  for  discovery  has  been  held  not  to  dispense  with  the 
testimony  of  the  subscribing  witnesses :  Ellis  v.  Smith,  10  Ga.  253.  Where  the 
name  of  a  witness  was  subscribed  by  another  without  his  knowledge  or  assent, 
the  party  is  allowed  to  prove  it,  and  the  instrument  is  treated  like  one  not  sub- 
scribed :  Handy  v.  The  State,  7  Har.  &  J.  42.  As  to  proof  of  the  handwriting 
of  a  subscribing  witness  when  he  is  dead  or  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court:  see  Richards  v.  Skiffs,  S  Ohio  (N.  S.)  586.  The  execution  of  an  in- 
strument not  under  seal  may  be  proved  by  the  admission  of  a  party  sign- 
ing it,  although  attested  by  a  subscribing  witness :  Oiberton  v.  Oinachio,  1 
Uilt.  218. 
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he  might  have  proved  that  the  witness  was  interested  at  the  time  of 
the  attestation,  *  which  was  therefore  a  nullity;'  or,  that  he  (-^--qt 
had  since  the  attestation  become  so  interested,"  as  where  he  ^  -' 
had  become  the  administrator  of  the  obligee,*  even  though  he  dis- 
qualified himself  voluntarily  by  taking  out  administration.^^  But  since 
the  recent  changes  all  these  persons  are  made  competent  witnesses. 
He  might  also  prove  that  the  witness  had  married  the  person  to  whom 
the  instrument  was  given ;'  and  he  may  still  prove  that  the  witness 
is  abroad  and  beyond  the  process  of  the  court,  whether  he  be  domi- 

oaght  to  be  called  and  that  fact  ascertained  by  qnestioning  him,  or  that  fact 
should  be  proved  by  other  competent  evidence. 

'  Swire  v.  Bellj  5  T.  R.  371.  But  if  a  party,  knowing  that  a  witness  was  in- 
terested, requested  him  to  attest  the  instrument,  he  could  not  afterwards  insist 
upon  the  objection :  Honeywood  v.  Peacock^  3  Camp.  196 ;  see  stat.  6  &  7  Vict, 
c.  85.  The  attesting  witness  to  a  will  is  competent,  although  he  be  named  a  de- 
visee or  legatee  therein :  7  Will.  IV.  &  1  Vict.  c.  26. 

■  Swire  v.  Belly  5  T.  R.  371.  See  also  Go9S  v.  Tracy y  1  P.  W.  287;  Buckley 
V.  Smithy  2  Esp.  C.  697  ;  Godfrey  v.  NorriSy  1  Str.  34 ;  Honeywood  v.  Peacoeky  3 
Gamp.  196.  Where  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  on  a  charter-party  hod  communi- 
cated an  interest  to  a  witness  to  the  charter-party  after  the  execution  of  the  in- 
strument, it  was  held  that  evidence  of  his  handwriting  was  inadmissible :  HoviU 
V.  Stephensony  5  Bing.  (15  £.  G.  L.  R.)  493. 

*  Godfrey  v.  NorriSy  1  Str.  34. 

»  Str.  34 ;  5  T.  R.  371,  ntpra. 

*■  Buckley  v.  Smithy  2  Esp.  G.  697.  The  majority  of  the  judges  seem  to  be  of 
opinion  that  a  wife,  if  objected  to,  cannot  under  14  &  15  Vict  c.  99,  be  a  witness 
for  or  against  her  husband  in  an  action  brought  by  or  against  him  ;  per  Jervis, 
G.  J.,  and  Pollock,  G.  B.,  Westminster,  November  27th.  If  she  were  a  party 
to  the  suit  she  clearly  would  be  admissible.  It  may  be  observed,  too,  that  if  the 
wife  be  inadmissible  the  husband  would  likewise  be  so,  if  the  action  were 
brought  by  or  against  the  wife,  and  he  were  not  a  party. 

^  So  when  the  witness  was,  at  the  time  of  the  attestation,  the  wife  of  the 
obligor :  Nelins  v.  Brickell,  1  Hayw.  19 ;  and  where  the  witness's  name  was 
written  by  the  obligor  in  his  absence,  he  not  having  been  present  at  the  execu- 
tion of  the  bond :  Allen  v.  Martiny  1  Ga.  Law.  Rep.  373  ;  evidence  of  the  hand- 
writing of  the  obligor  is  to  be  given.  So  if  the  handwriting  of  the  subscribing 
witness  cannot  be  proved :  Jones  v.  Blount y  1  Hayw.  238 ;  Clerk  v.  Sanderson,  3 
Binn.  192 ;  Duncan  v.  Beardy  2  N.  &  McG.  400.  Or  if  there  be  no  subscribing 
witness:  Ingram  v.  Hally  Martin  1 ;  s.  c.  Hayw.  193 ;  Long  v.  Bamscu/y  1  S.  & 
R.  72.  Or  it  may  be  erased  by  a  stranger :  Wicke's  Lessee  v.  Caulky  5  Har.  & 
Johns.  36.  M. 

If  a  subscribing  witness  to  a  deed  voluntarily  incapacitates  himself  to  testify 
to  its  execution  by  becoming  interested  therein,  such  deed  cannot  be  proved  by 
other  evidence:  McKirdey  v.  IrmnCy  13  Ala.  681. 

31 
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.--.^^  ^-1    ciled  there  or  not/  as  in  *Ireland.*     That  he  has  kept  out 

r*5141  . 

*•         -J    of  the  way  at  the  instance  of  the  adversary  or  party  charged 

in  the  suit,*  or  that  the  witness  cannot  be  found  after  diligent  inquiry 
made.*" 

The  nature  of  this  inquiry  may  be  collected  from  the  following 
cases.  There  were  two  witnesses  to  a  bond  which  had  been  exe- 
cuted in  America:  it  was  proved  that  RitdngtoUy  one  of  the  wit- 
nesses, was  in  America;   and  to  show  that  William  MoretoUj  the 

'  Prince  r.  Blackburn,  2  East  250  ;  Coghlan  v.  Williamaon,  Doug.  93 ;  Holmes 
V.  P<mtin,  Peake's  C.  99 ;  Adam  ▼.  Kerr,  1  B.  &  P.  360 ;  Willis  v.  Delancey,  7 
T.  R.  266 ;  Ward  v.  WelU,  1  Taunt.  461 ;  Hodnett  v.  Forman,  1  Stark.  C.  (2 
E.  G.  L.  R.)  90.  That  he  went  abroad  two  years  aji;o,  and  has  not  been  heard 
of  since  :  Doe  v.  Paul,  3  0.  &  P.  (14  E.  C.  L.  R.)  613,  One  of  two  subscribing 
witnesses  was  dead,  and  the  other  had  gone  abroad  twenty  years  before  the 
trial,  and  the  witness  who  proved  the  latter  fact,  stated  that  he  had  not  heard  any- 
thing of  him  since,  but  that  he  had  applied  to  his  brother,  who  informed  him 
that  he  did  not  know  where  he  was,  whether  in  England  or  abroad.  The  Court 
held,  that  proof  of  his  handwriting  ought  to  have  been  admitted ;  and  Lord 
Ellenborough  observed,  that  proof  of  the  fact  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  going 
abroad  twenty  years  ago  (so  large  a  portion  of  a  man's  life],  and  never  having 
been  heard  of  since,  was  of  itself  sufficient:  Doe  d.  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  K.  B. 
Trin.  T.  1818.  In  Doe  d.  Powell,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  017 ;  it  was  pro- 
posed to  show  that  a  subscribing  witness  had  stated  where  he  resided ;  and 
further,  to  show,  that  upon  inquiry  made  at  that  place,  the  answer  was  that  he 
had  gone  to  America,  and  then  to  prove  in  substance  that  some  seafaring  men 
had  said  that  they  had  seen  the  witness  in  America,  but  the  evidence  was  re- 
jected. But  see  infra,  note  (m),  and  the  cases  as  to  the  evidence  of  the  absence 
of  a  witness,  in  order  to  admit  his  deposition  or  examination  under  a  commis- 
sion, ante,  pp.  412,  4'29. 

*  Hodnett  v.  Forman,  1  Stark.  0.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  90;  though  he  might  have 
been  examined  upon  interrogatories :  Glubb  v.  Edwards,  2  M.  &  Rob.  300. 

•  Pytt  V.  Griffith,  6  Moore  (17  E.  C.  L.  R.)  538  ;  Burt  v.  Walker,  Spooner  v. 
Payne,  infra.  In  case  of  evidence  of  inquiries  made  after  an  attesting  witness, 
answers  made  even  by  strangers  to  inquiries  duly  prosecuted,  seem  in  general 
to  be  admissible  to  show  that  further  inquiry  would  be  hopeless,  or  that  such 
further  inquiry  has  been  made  as  such  answers  warrant  without  success. 
Declarations  made  by  the  attesting  witness  previous  to  his  departure,  or  letters 
from  him  since  his  departure,  tending  to  show  that  inquiry  has  been  properly 
made,  or  the  impossibility  of  procuring  the  attendance  of  the  witness  appear 
also  to  be  admissible.  The  evidence  in  such  a  case  is  offered  to  the  judge,  not 
to  the  jury:  Burt  v.  Walker,  infra;  Wyatt  v.  Bateman,  7  Car.  &  P.  (32  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  586. 

^  Cunliffe  v.  Sefton,  2  East  183 ;  and  see  Crosby  v.  Percy,  1  Taunt.  365 ; 
Parker  v.  Hoskins,  2  Taunt.  223.  In  the  case  of  a  warrant  of  attorney,  to  dis- 
pense with  the  deposition  of  the  attesting  witness,  the  nature  of  the  search, 
where  he  had  been  last  seen  or  known  to  reside,  and  when  he  was  last  heard  of, 
must  be  stated  :  Waring  y.  Bowles,  4  Taunt.  132. 
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Other  witness,   was   also   abroad,    *it  was    proved  that  a   ^  .     ^ 

r*5i5i 

man  of  the  name  of  Moreton  had  lived  with  Rivington^  but  ^  -* 
it  could  not  be  proved  that  his  name  was  William^  or  that  at  the 
time  of  trial  he  was  not  in  England ;  the  handwriting  of  the  other 
witness  was  proved,  and  Lord  Eenyon  held  that  it  was  reasonable 
evidence  to  go  to  a  jury/  The  clerk  of  the  defendant  was  the  sub- 
scribing witness  to  a  bond,  and  when  he  was  subpoenaed,  said  that  he 
would  not  attend,  and  the  trial  had  been  put  off  twice  in  consequence 
of  his  absence :  search  had  also  been  made  at  the  defendant's  house 
and  in  the  neighborhood,  and  upon  receiving  information  at  the 
defendant's  that  the  witness  was  gone  to  Margate,  inquiry  was  there 
made  without  success  ;  it  was  held,  that  under  these  circumstances, 
evidence  of  his  handwriting  was  admissible.^  Where  an  attorney's 
clerk  was  attesting  witness,  and  his  master  could  give  no  account  of 
him,  although  at  the  trial  he  recollected  where  he  might  probably 
be  found,  proof  of  his  handwriting  was  admitted.*  The  attesting 
witness  to  the  deed  was  the  son  of  the  defendant,  and  a  student  at 
St.  George's  Hospital,  where  he  was  in  the  habit  of  attending  lec- 
tures. Inquiries  were  made  for  him  there  by  a  person  who  waited 
for  him  several  hours  on  seven  different  occasions;  inquiries  were 
also  made  for  him  at  several  places  where  he  had  resided,  and  re- 
peatedly at  his  father's  house,  where  a  subpoena  had  been  shown  to 
his  mother  and  brother,  but  no  information  could  be  obtained  from 
them.  The  defendant  had  also  been  summoned  to  admit  the  exe- 
cution, or  declare  where  the  witness  was,  but  this  was  refused, 
and  the  summons  was  endorsed  by  the  judge;  ^^No  order,  the 
defendant  refusing  to  give  the  information."  Upon  this  evidence 
the  court  held  that  the  instrument  was  properly  received  r*c-|fi-i 
*on  proof  of  his  handwriting.'  After  inquiry  at  the  several 
places  of  residence  of  the  obligor  and  obligee,  where  no  intel- 
ligence could  be  procured  as  to  the  witness,  whom  nobody  knew, 
secondary  evidence  was  held  to  be  admissible.*  And  it  was  held 
that  it  was  unnecessary  in  such  a  case  to  advertise  for  the  witness 
in  the  public  newspapers,^  inquiry  having  been  made  at  the  only 
places  where  it  was  likely  that  the  witness  would  be  met  with  or 
heard  of.     Where  the  attesting  witness  had  left  his  office  of  busi- 

•  Wallaee  v.  Ddanccy,  7  T.  R.  266. 

•  Burt  v.  Walker,  4  B.  &  Aid.  (6  E.  C.  L.  R.)  697.     And  see  Wyatt  v.  Bate- 
man,  7  Car.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  586. 

•  MilUr  v.  Miller,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  (29  E.  C.  L.  R.)  76. 
'  Spooner  v.  Payne,  4  C.  B.  (56  E.  C.  L.  R.)  328. 

>  Cunliffe  v.  Sefton,  2  East  183.  >>  2  East  183. 
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ness  in  London  twelve  months  before,  but  no  inquiry  had  been 
made  at  the  house  at  Sydenham,  where  he  bad  resided  with  his 
family,  the  evidence  was  held  to  be  insufficient;*  but  on  proof 
being  given  that  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  had  been  sued  out 
against  the  witness  a  year  before,  to  which  he  had  not  appeared, 
Lord  EUenborough  said  that  he  would  presume  that  he  was  out  of 
the  kingdom,  and  that  if  he  had  been  at  Sydenham  he  would  have 
surrendered  to  save  himself  from  a  capital  felony.^  Where  inquiry 
had  been  made  after  the  witness  at  the  Admiralty,  and  it  appeared 
from  the  last  report  that  he  was  serving  on  board  some  ship,  but  it 
did  not  appear  what  ship,  it  was  held  to  be  sufficient.^  So  it  was 
r*^171  ^^^^^  inquiry  had  been  made  at  the  last  place  of  residence  of 
""the  witness,  and  the  answer  from  his  father  was,  that  he  had 
absconded  to  avoid  his  creditors,  and  was  not  to  be  found."'  In  an- 
other case  the  testimony  of  a  subscribing  witness  was  dispensed  with 
on  evidence  given  that  the  witness  had  expressed  his  intention  to 
leave  the  country,  stating  that  he  had  reason  for  doing  so,  in  order 
to  avoid  a  criminal  charge,  and  that  his  relations  had  not  seen  him 
after  his  expression  of  such  intention.*^  And  where  an  agreement  of 
letting  was  attested  by  the  landlord's  steward,  who  had  been  appre- 
hended for  felony  and  had  absconded,  and  could  not  be  found  after 

'  War  die  v.  Fermor^  2  Camp.  282.  And  Lord  EUenborough  in  that  case  ob- 
served that  the  proof  of  search  ought  to  be  watched  very  narrowly.  Where  it 
was  proved  that  an  attesting  witness  to  %n  agreement  had  been  inquired  after 
by  a  person  who  knew  him,  but  who  had  not  seen  him  for  eighteen  months  at 
coffee-houses  and  other  places  where  he  thought  he  might  hear  of  him,  at  the 
request  of  the  plaintiff^s  attorney,  and  without  success,  it  was  held  that  proof 
of  the  handwriting  was  admissible  without  proof  that  inquiry  had  been  made 
of  the  parties  to  the  suit  who  had  executed  the  agreement :  Evans  v.  CurtiSj  2 
C.  &P.  (12E.C.  L.  R.)296. 

^  2  Camp.  282 ;  supra, 

>  Parker  v.  ffoskins,  2  Taunt.  223. 

"*  Crosby  v.  Percy^  1  Taunt.  365.  Where  the  father  of  the  witness  proved  his 
having  enlisted  in  a  regiment,  which,  upon  inquiry  at  the  War-office,  he  was 
told  had  sailed  for  India ;  this  was  held  sufficient  to  let  in  proof  of  his  hand- 
writing :  Wyatt  v.  Bateman^  7  Car.  &  P.  (32  £.  C.  L.  R.)  586.  So  where  a  week 
before  the  trial,  the  parents  of  an  attesting  witness  being  asked  where  he  was, 
stated  that  he  was  in  America:  Austin  v.  Rumsey^  2  C.  &  K.  (61  £.  C.  L.  R.) 
736.  An  inqniry  of  the  servant  where  it  was  said  the  witness  might  be  heard 
of,  was  held  sufficient  to  let  in  evidence  of  the  witness's  handwriting,  and  it  was 
not  necessary  to  show  that  he  was  kept  out  of  the  way  by  collusion :  William  v. 
Worrall,  8  C.  &  P.  (34  £.  C.  L.  R.)  380.  Semhle,  where  grounds  are  shown  for 
suspecting  that  he  is  purposely  kept  out  of  the  way,  proof  of  stricter  search  is 
requisite,  sed  qucsre, 

■  Kay  V.  Brookman,  3  C.  &  P.  (14  E.  C.  L.  R.)  555. 
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search  at  his  house,  and  at  another  house  which  he  was  in  the  habit 
of  frequenting,  evidence  of  his  handwriting  was  admitted.*^  A  fort- 
night before  the  trial  inquiry  was  made  in  vain  from  the  clerk  and 
agent  of  the  attesting  witness,  and  five  or  six  days  before  the  trial, 
inquiry  was  made  from  his  wife  and  servant  at  his  house,  who  could 
give  no  information ;  a  bailiff  from  whom  he  had  escaped,  stated 
that  he  had  searched  for  him  without  effect :  and  this  was  held  to  be 
sufficient.'  If  an  attesting  witness  had  set  out  to  leave  the  kingdom, 
his  absence  is  sufficiently  accounted  for,  although  in  fact  the  vessel 
may  have  been  unexpectedly  *beaten  back  into  an  English 
port  by  contrary  winds,  at  the  time  of  trial.'*  ^         J 

It  seems  that  the  temporary  illness  of  the  attesting  witness  to  an 
instrument  would  not  be  a  sufficient  ground  for  admitting  secondary 
evidence.' 

Where  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  prove  his  possession  of  a  house, 
proposed  to  prove  receipts  for  taxes  given  by  the  tax-gatherer,  who 
had  attended  under  a  subpoena  to  give  evidence,  but  had  been  seized 
with  an  apoplectic  fit,  and  taken  home  dangerously  ill  before  the  trial 
came  on,  and  it  was  proved  that  he  was  in  extremis,  the  secondary 
evidence  was  rejected.* 

The  party  may  also  prove  that  the  name  of  a  person  as  attesting 
witness  was  introduced  as  such  without  the  knowledge  or  assent  of 
the  parties,  for  in  that  case  he  is  not  an  attesting  witness  ;^  or  that 
the  name  was  merely  fictitious.^  •  But  it  is  no  excuse  to  show  that 
the  witness  had  denied  his  attestation  without  calling  him.' 

Where  there  is  more  than  one  attesting  witness,  and  the  absence 

•  Earl  of  Fulmouth  v.  Roberts,  9  M.  &  W.  469. 

»  Morgan  v.  Morgan,  9  Bing.  (23  £.  C.  L.  R.)  359. 

«  Ward  V.  WeUa,  1  Taunt  461.  And  see  Varicas  v.  French,  2  Car.  &  K.  {61 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  IOCS. 

^  A  trial  at  the  Assizes  may  be  put  off  on  an  affidavit  stating  the  illness  of 
such  a  witness. 

*  By  Lord  Ellenborough,  Harrison  v.  Blades,  3  Gamp.  C.  457.  Mansfield,  0. 
J.,  in  Jones  v.  Brewer,  4  Taunt.  46,  says,  ''  perhaps  in  some  instances  of  sick- 
ness" the  handwriting  of  a  subscribing  witness  may  be  proved.  See  Doe  v. 
Ecans^  3  C.  &  P.  (14  E.  C.  L.  R.)  221. 

*  4  Taunt.  220 ;  M^Craw  v.  Gentry,  3  Camp.  332 ;  Cussons  y.  Skinner,  11  M.  & 
W.  161  ;  ante,  p.  503,  note  (r). 

•  Fasset  v.  Brown,  Peake's  C.  23. 

'  Jones  V.  Brewer,  4  Taunt.  46 ;  see  Talbot  v.  Hodson,  7  Taunt.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
251 ;  Fitzgerald  v.  Elsee,  2  Camp.  635 :  Lemon  v.  Dean,  2  Camp.  636,  n.;  GrelUer 
V.  Neale,  Peake's  C.  146 ;  Ley  v.  Ballard,  3  Esp.  C.  173 ;  Boxer  y.  Rabeth, 
Gow.  175 :  contra,  Phipps  y.  Parker,  1  Camp.  412. 
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of  all  but  one  is  accounted  for,  the  case  seems  to  be  the  same  as  if 
the  latter  had  been  the  only  attesting  witness,  and  he  must  be  called 
to  prove  the  execution,  and  no  other  evidence  can  supply  the  place  of 
his  testimony/ 

*Where  there  have  been  sufficient  attesting  1?itnesses, 
*-  -•  whose  absence  is  satisfactorily  accounted  for,  the  proper 
proof  is  by  giving  *  evidence  of  the  handwriting  of  the  attesting  wit- 
nesses ;  and  it  has  been  usual  in  such  cases  to  give  evidence  also  of 
the  handwriting  of  the  obligor."     This,  however,  is  not  necessary.*  ^ 

y  Admitted  in  Cunliffe  v.  Sefton^  2  East  183. 

«  Adam  v.  JTerr,  1  B.  &  P.  360 ;  2  East  183,  supra ;  1  Str.  34. 

•  Kay  V.  Brookman,  3  C.  &  P.  (14  E.  C.  L.  R.)  555 ;  Nelson  ▼.  WhittM,  1  B. 
&  Aid.  19 ;  Page  v.  Mann,  M.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  79. 

*  To  warrant  proof  of  the  handwriting  of  subscribing  witnesses,  or  either  of 
them,  as  a  substitute  for  their  production,  it  must  be  proved  that  thej  are  all 
dead  or  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court :  Jackson  v.  Gager,  5  Cow.  383  ; 
Jackson  v.  Cody,  9  Id.  140  ;  Lush  v.  Druse,  4  Wend.  313  ;  Jackson  v.  Chamber' 
lain,  8  Wend.  620;  Jackson  v.  Waldron,  13  Wend.  178;  Kelly  r.Dunlap,Z 
Penna.  Rep.  136 ;  Clark  y.  Boyd,  2  Ohio  59 ;  Jones  v.  Cooprigder,  1  Blackf. 
47 ;  Zerby  v.  Wilson,  3  Ohio  46 ;  Stump  v.  Hughes,  5  Hayw.  93 ;  Jjynch  v. 
Postleihioaiie,  1  Mart.  209 ;  Irving  v.  Irving,  2  Hayw.  27  ;  Johnson  v.  Knight,  I 
Murph.  293.  Proof  that  one  of  two  subscribing  witnesses  to  a  deed,  removed 
from  the  State  thirty  years  before  the  trial,  and  that  the  other  has  not  been 
heard  from  for  thirty-seven  years,  is  accounting  sufficiently  for  the  absence  of 
such  witnesses,  and  on  proof  of  the  handwriting  of  one  of  the  witnesses  and  of 
the  grantor  the  deed  was  read  in  evidence :  Jackson  v.  Chamberlain,  8  Wend. 
620.  When  witnesses  to  ancient  writings  are  dead,  and  such  a  period  has 
elapsed  since  the  execution  that  no  person  can  be  presumed  to  be  living,  who 
can  testify  to  the  handwriting  of  the  parties  or  witnesses,  evidence  by  a  person 
verifying  the  signatures  of  the  parties  and  witnesses  is  admissible,  although 
his  knowledge  of  such  genuineness  is  derived  solely  from  an  inspeotton  of  other 
ancient  writings,  having  the  same  signatures,  which  have  been  treated  and  pre- 
served as  muniments  of  title  to  estates :  Jackson  v.  Brooks,  8  Wend.  426.  When 
the  deposition  of  a  subscribing  witness  proved  the  execution  of  a  bond  by -a 
man  named  Graham,  but  did  not  identify  the  present  defendant,  who  was  of  the 
same  name  as  the  obligor,  the  court  permitted  his  handwriting  to  be  proved  to 
identify  him  :  Mushron  v.  Oraham,  1  Hayw.  361.  G. 

Where  the  testimony  of  neither  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  a  deed  can  be 
obtained,  proof  of  the  handwriting  of  the  grantor  is  admissible,  without  first 
proving  the  handwriting  of  the  witnesses :  Woodman  v.  Segar,  25  Me.  90.  Where 
the  subscribing  witness  to  a  deed  was  an  illiterate  person  and  signed  by  his 
mark,  and  both  he  and  the  grantor  were  dead,  it  was  held  that  as  the  mark 
could  not  be  identified,  the  deed  could  be  read  on  proof  of  the  handwriting  of 
the  grantor:  Carrier  v.  Hampton,  11  Ired.  307 ;  Morgan  v.  Cortenius,i  McLean 
366.  Proof  of  the  handwriting  of  the  grantor  to  a  deed  furnishes  more  satiafao- 
tory  evidence  of  its  execution  than  would  proof  of  the  handwriting  of  the  sub- 
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The  signature  of  an  attesting  witness,  when  proved,  is  evidence  of 
every  thing  upon  the  face  of  the  instrument,  for  it  is  to  he  presumed 
that  the  witness  would  not  have  subscrihed  his  name  in  attestation  of 
that  which  did  not  take  place ;  and  where  there  are  several  attesting 
witnesses^  all  of  whom  are  accounted  for,  proof  of  the  handwriting  of 
any  one  is  sufficient  without  proving  that  of  the  rest.^  It  has  been 
held  indeed  in  some  instances,  that  where  the  testimony  of  the  attest- 
ing witnesses  cannot  be  had,  owing  to  their  death,  absence,  interest, 

*  1  B.  &  P.  360,  supra  ;  Gough  v.  Cecil,  1  Sel.  N.  P.  563 ;  Cunliffe  v.  Sefton, 
2  East  183 ;  Prince  v.  Blackburn,  Ibid.  260.  In  Hill  v.  Unett,  3  Madd.  370,  it 
was  said  that  if  the  witness  be  alive,  proof  mast  be  given  of  the  handwriting  of 
the  obligor.  And  that  in  sach  case,  a  parol  acknowledgment  would  not  be  suf- 
ficient to  dispense  with  evidence  of  the  handwriting.    See  note  (/). 

scribing  witness:  Newson  v.  Luster,  13  III.  175;  see  Gelott  v.  Goodspeed,  8  Cush. 
411.  In  the  absence  of  the  subscribing  witness  from  the  jurisdiction,  the  exe- 
cution of  a  promissory  note  by  the  maker's  mark  may  be  shown  by  other 
evidence  :  Ballenger  v.  Davis,  29  Iowa  512.  If  a  witness  derives  his  knowledge 
of  the  handwriting  of  a  person  from  seeing  him  write  or  from  seeing  his  signar 
ture  on  papers  recognized  by  him  as  genuine,  or  from  an  acquaintance  with  his 
signatures,  which  have  been  adopted  into  ordinary  business  transactions,  he 
may  give  his  opinion :  Bumham  v.  Ayer,  36  N.  H.  182 ;  Southern  Express  Co. 
V.  Thornton,  41  Minn.  216 ;  Rogers  v.  Bitter,  12  Wall.  317.  As  to  comparison 
of  handwriting,  see  Martin  v.  Maguire,  7  Gray  177 ;  Bishop  v.  State,  30  Ala. 
34 ;  Chandler  v.  Le  Barron,  45  Me.  534 ;  Eogt  v.  Stuart,  3  Bosw.  447 ;  Williams 
V.  Drexel,  14  Md.  566 ;  Jumperts  v.  People,  21  III.  375 ;  Power  v.  Frick,  2  Grant 
306;  Cl4irky.  WyaH,  15  Ind.  271;  Travis  v.  Proton,  7  Wright  9;  Dubois  v. 
Baker,  30  Barb.  556 ;  Calkins  v.  State,  14  Ohio  (N.  S.),  222;  Dubois  v.  Baker, 
30  N.  Y.  355 ;  Northern  Bank  v.  Buford,  1  Duvall  335 ;  Comm.  v.  Williams, 
105  Mass.  62 ;  Putnam  v.  Wadley,  40  III.  346  ;  Haycock  v.  Greap,  7  P.  F.  Smith 
438;  Miller  v.  Johnson,  27  Md.  6;  Harley  v.  Gandy,  28  Tex.  211 ;  Kemin  v. 
Hill,  37  111.  209 ;  Vinton  v.  Peck,  14  Mich.  287  ;  Shanks  v.  Butsch,  28  Md.  19 ; 
Taylor  Will  case,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  301.  Upon  a  question  of  handwriting,  other 
papers,  not  pertinent  to  the  cau8e,'are  not  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  com- 
parison :  Randolph  v.  Loughlin,  48  N.  Y.  456 ;  Medway  v.  United  States,  6  Ot. 
of  01.  421.  As  to  what  papers  may  be  used  as  standards  of  comparison,  see 
Bragg  v.  Colwell,  19  Ohio  St.  407 ;  Clark  v.  Rhodes,  2  Heisk.  206 ;  Clayton  v. 
Siebert,  3  Brewst.  176;  State  v.  Ward,  39  Vt.  225.  As  to  the  testimony  of 
experts  in  handwriting,  see  State  v.  Shinbom,  46  N.  H.  497  ;  State  v.  Ward,  39 
Vt.  225 ;  Vinton  v.  Peck,  14  Mich.  287 ;  Marcy  v.  Barnes,  82  Mass.  161  ;  Tyler 
V.  Todd,  36  Conn.  218  ;  Taylor  Will  case,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  301.  As  to  what  is 
proper  evidence  of  handwriting,  see  Magie  v.  Osbom,  1  Rob.  689 ;  Mapes  v. 
ZeaPs  Heirs,  21  Tex.  345 ;  Fash  v.  Blake,  38  111.  363 ;  Bruce  v.  Crews,  39  Ga. 
544 ;  U,  £>.  V.  Champagne  cases,  1  Benedict  241 ;  Brown  v.  Lincoln,  47  N.  H. 
468.  A  witness  cannot  be  compelled  to  answer  whether  a  signature  shown  to 
him  is  his,  unless  he  is  permitted  to  examine  the  paper  to  which  it  is  appended : 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Throop,  22  Mich.  146 ;  but  see  Kirksey  v.  Kirksey,  41  Ala.  626. 
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or  any  other  disqualification  accruing  subsequently  to  the  attestation, 
the  signature  of  the  party,  as  well  as  the  witness,^  must  be  proved ; 
and,  in  many  instances,  an  admission  by  the  obligor^  of  the  debt,  or 
r^^oAl  ^^  ^^^  execution  of  the  deed,  *has  been  given  in  evidence. 
It  seems,  however,  to  be  now  perfectly  settled,  for  the  rea- 
son already  given,  that  evidence  of  the  signature  of  one  of  the  attest- 
ing witnesses  alone  is  sufficient  ;*  as  in  the  case  of  Adam  v.  Ktrr^ 
where  it  was  proved  that  one  witness  was  dead,  and  that  the  other 
was  in  Jamaica,  and  proof  of  the  handwriting  of  the  deceased  wit- 
ness was  held  to  be  sufficient,  without  proof  of  the  handwriting  of 
the  other  witness,  or  of  the  obligor.  Some  doubt,  however,  has 
existed  upon  the  question,  whether  in  such  cases  proof  of  the  hand- 
writing of  the  witness  was  sufficient,  he  being  dead,  without  any 
further  proof  of  the  identity  of  the  parties,  except  that  of  similarity 
of  name  and  description.  Lord  Tenterden  acted  on  the  opinion,  that 
no  further  evidence  was  necessary.'    But  in  the  subsequent  case  of 

*  Wallis  V.  Ddancey^  7  T.  R.  266,  n. ;  Coghlan  v.  Williamson,  Doug.  93. 

^  Doug.  93 ;  2  East  183.  Where  it  was  proved  that  the  attesting  witness  had 
gone  abroad  two  years  ago,  and  it  was  not  known  what  had  become  of  him 
since,  and  the  defendant  had  been  heard  to  say  he  had  sixteen  years  to  come  of 
the  term  granted  by  the  lease,  it  was  held  that  proof  of  the  subscribing  wit- 
nesses handwriting  was  suflEicient,  though  the  party  executing  the  deed  was  a 
marksman :  Doe  d.  Wheddon  v.  Paul^  3  C.  &  P.  (44  E.  C.  L.  R.)  613.  Where 
the  attesting  witness  cannot  be  produced,  proof  of  his  handwriting  is  sufficient 
evidence  of  execution  by  the  obligor,  although  only  a  marksman  :  MitcheU  v. 
Johnson,  M.  &  M.  (22  E.  G.  L.  R.)  176;  and  where  the  subscribing  witness  to 
the  deed  of  proprietors  constituting  a  company  was  beyond  seas,  it  was  held 
that  proof  of  his  handwriting  was  sufficient,  without  further  proof  of  the 
handwriting  or  identity  of  the  parties :  Kay  v.  Brookman^  M.  &  M.  (22  E.  0. 
L.  R.)  286 ;  and  3  C.  A  P.  (14  E.  C.  L.  R.)  555. 

*  Kay  V.  Brookman,  3  Car.  &  P.  (14  £.  0.  L.  R.)  555 ;  Page  v.  Mann,  M.  & 
M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  79 ;  Adam  t.  Kerr,  1  B.  &  P.  360 ;  Prince  v.  Blackburn,  2 
East  250 ;  MUward  v.  Temple,  1  Camp.  375 ;  Gough  v.  Cecil,  1  Selw.  N.  P.  563. 
It  is,  however,  frequently  desirable  to  give  evidence  of  the  handwriting  of  the 
obligor,  for  the  purpose  of  proving  his  identity,  some  evidence  of  which  seems 
to  be  generally  necessary :  seeParHnx  v.  HawJeshaw,  2  Stork.  C.  (3  £.  C.  L.  R.) 
239,  supra;  Nelson  y,  Whittall,  1  B.  &  Aid.  19 ;  MiddUUm  v.  Sandford,  4  Camp. 
34 ;  Page  v.  Mann,  M.  k  M.  (22  E.  C,  L.  R.)  79. 

H  B.  &  p.  360.  But  see  Hill  v.  Unett,  3  Modd.  370«  where  the  distinction  is 
taken  between  the  case  where  a  witness  is  dead  and  that  where  he  is  still  living; 
in  the  latter  case  it  was  held  that  proof  of  the  handwriting  of  the  obligor  was 
necessary. 

•Page  v.  Mann,  M.  k  M.  (22  £.  C.  L.  R.)  79,  coram  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J. 
Notwithstanding  the  doubt  expressed  by  Bayley,  J.,  in  Nelson  v.  Whittall,  1  B. 
&  Aid.  21,  referring  to  the  opinion  of  Lord  Kenyon,  in  Wallis  v.  Deianceyj  7 
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WhUeloclc  V.  Mu9grove^  some  evidence  of  identity  was  held  to  be 
necessary.  From  *the  more  recent  cases  however  it  would  p^-^--, 
appear  that  the  ruling  of  Lord  Tenterden  was  right,^  and  ^  ^ 
that  unless  there  be  some  circumstances  to  create  ambiguity,^  no  such 
proof  of  identity  is  incumbent  on  the  party  adducing  the  instrument, 
but  it  is  incumbent  on  the  other  party  to  rebut  the  pHmd  facie  case. 

Where  one  of  the  attesting  witnesses,  after  diligent  inquiry  made, 
could  not  be  found,  and  the  other  had  become  interested  since  the 
attestation,  it  was  held,  that  evidence  of  the  handwriting  of  the 
latter  witness  was  sufficient  proof.^  So,  where  the  witness,  since  the 
attestation,  had  been  convicted  of  forgery."*  Where  one  of  two  wit- 
nesses was  dead,  and  the  other  denied  his  signature.  Lord  Holt  ad- 
mitted evidence  of  the  handwriting  of  the  former.''  By  the  20  Geo. 
III.,  c.  58,  s.  88,  as  to  deeds  executed  in  the  East  Indies,  and 
attested  by  witnesses  resident  there,  it  is  sufficient  to  prove  by  one 
witness  the  handwriting  of  the  parties  and  of  the  witnesses,  and  that 
the  latter  are  resident  in  India.  These  provisions  seem  to  have  been 
superseded  by  the  rules  of  evidence  already  stated. 

If  the  deed  or  other  instrument,  when  produced,  appear^  to  be 
thirty  year%  old,  no  further  proof  is  required ;  since  after  that  time 
it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  attesting  witnesses  are  all  dead.'*^ 

T.  R.  266,  n.,  that  the  handwriting  of  the  obligor  of  a  bond  in  such  case  ought 
to  be  proved.  See  also  Doe  d,  Wheeldon  t.  Paul,  3  C.  &  P.  (14  E.  G.  L.  R.) 
613 ;  Kay  v.  Brookman,  M.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  286 ;  3  C.  &  P.  (14  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  556  ;  Mitchell  v.  Johnson,  M.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  176. 

^  1  Or.  &  M.  511.  That  was  the  case  of  an  action  on  a  promissory  note  made 
by  a  marksman. 

•  Sewell  V.  Evans,  Roden  v.  Byde,  4  Q.  B.  (45  E.  C.  L.  R.)  626  ;  Oreenshields 
V.  Crawford,  9  M.  &  W.  314 ;  Humber  v.  Boberts,  7  C.  B.  (62  E.  C.  L.  R.)  861 ; 
Simpson  v.  Dismore,  9  M.  &  W.  47. 

^  Jones  V.  Jones,  9  M.  &  W.  75 ;  Barker  v.  Stead,  3  C.  B.  (54  E.  C.  L.  R.)  946. 
In  these  cases  the  ambiguity  arose  from  there  being  other  persons  of  the  same 
name. 

'  Curdiffe  v.  Sefton,  2  East  183.  In  this  case  there  was  also  proof  of  the  ac- 
knowledgment of  the  debt.  See  also  1  Str.  34 ;  IP.  Wms.  289  -,  Swire  v.  BeU, 
5  T.  R.  372. 

^  Jones  V.  Mason,  Str.  833.    But  he  would  not  be  competent. 

■  Blurton  v.  Toon,  Skin.  639. 

•  Anderson  v.  Watson^  6  Bing.  N.  C.  (37  E.  C.  L.  R.)  300 ;  Potez  v.  Glossop,  2 
Ex.  191. 

P  B.  N.  P.  255  J  Bac.  Abr.,  Ev.  F. ;  Doe  dem,  Spilsbury  v.  Burdett,  4  Ad.  &  E. 
(31  E.  C.  L.  R.)  1 ;  Doe  dem.  Oldham  v.  Wolley,  8  B.  &  C.  (15  E.  C.  L.  R.)  22. 

^  A  deed  of  conveyance  thirty  years  old  unaccompanied  by  any  suspicious  oir- 
camstances,  requires  no  proof,  but  is  good  evidence  of  itself.    This  rule  of  law  is 
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r*')221   ^^^  ^^  seems  to  be  clearly  established,  *that  this  is  not  a 
mere  primd  facie  presumption  that  the  witnesses  are  dead^ 

So  in  the  case  of  a  will  thirty  years  old,  reckoning  from  the  time  of  execution. 
See  Will  ;  MiUer  v.  Miller^  2  Bing.  N.  C.  (29  B.  C.  L.  R.)  76.  The  rule  applies 
generally  to  deeds  concerning  lands,  bonds,  and  other  specialties  :  Governor  of 
Chelsea  Waterworks  t.  Cowper^  1  Esp.  G.  275 ;  entries  in  steward's  books : 
Wynne  v.  Tyrwhitt,  4  B.  &  Aid.  (6  £.  C.  L.  R.)  376  ;  letters  and  other  ^written 
documents,  Ibid . ;  Doe  v.  Beynon^  12  Ad.  &  E.  (40  E.  C.  L.  R.)  431.  For  the  rule 
is  founded  on  the  antiquity  of  the  instrument,  and  the  great  difficulty,  nay  the 
impossibility,  of  proving  the  handwriting  after  such  a  lapse  of  time.  See  R,  v. 
Ryton,  5  T.  R.  259 ;  Fry  v.  Wood^  Sel.  N.  P.  564  ;  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Ely  v. 
Stewart,  2  Atk.  44 ;  Manby  v.  Curtis,  1  Price  132 ;  Bertie  v.  Beaumont,  2  Price 
308.  Where  a  letter,  dated  in  1748,  was  found  in  the  possession  of  the  repre- 
sentative of  the  defendant's  attorney,  it  was  held  to  be  primd  facie  evidence  to 
prove  that  the  letter  had  been  written  to  him,  although  it  was  without  address, 
the  envelope  having  been  lost :  Fenwick  v.  Eeed,  6  Mad.  8.  It  was  held,  in  the 
same  case,  that  a  letter  found  among  his  papers,  and  appearing  from  its  contents 
to  have  been  written  by  the  attorney's  London  agent,  was  admissible  in  evidence ; 
Ibid.  In  Beer  v.  Ward,  on  the  trial  of  an  issue  as  to  the  legitimacy  of  a  parti- 
cular person,  a  very  old  letter,  purporting  to  bear  the  signature  of  the  head  of 
the  family,  and  brought  from  among  the  title-deeds  kept  at  the  family-seat,  was 
admitted  without  proof  of  the  handwriting,  by  Dallas,  C.  J.,  Mich.  1821,  and  by 
Lord  Tenterden,  1823.  In  favor  of  an  ancient  certificate,  recognized  by  the  cer- 
tifying parish,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  churchwarden  who  executed  the  cer- 
tificate was  duly  sworn:  B,  v.  Whitchurch,  Inhab.,  7  B.  &  C.  (14  B.  C.  L.  R.) 
573 ;  Marsh  v.  Colnett,  2  Esp.  C.  665 ;  and  see  B,  v.  Farringdon,  2  T.  R.  466. 
In  the  case  of  The  King  v.  Netherthong,  2  M.  &  S.  337,  it  was  held,  that  a  certifi- 
cate by  the  appellant  parish  (sixty  years  old)  might  be  read  in  evidence  when 
produced  by  a  rated  inhabitant  of  the  respondent  parish,  without  any  account 
given  of  its  custody ;  and  the  court  intimated  that  he  might,  if  necessary,  be 
examined  by  the  appellants  to  the  custody.  A  bond,  thirty  years  old,  found 
amongst  the  papers  of  a  corporation,  who  were  the  obligees,  is  admissible  with- 
out proof  of  the  handwriting  of  the  obligor  or  attesting  witness :  The  Governor 
and  Company  of  the  Chelsea  Waterworks  v.  Cowper,  1  Esp.  C.  275 :  Bees  v. 
ManseU,  Selw.  N.  P.  564.  On  a  question  whether  certain  lands,  which  had 
been  approved  from  a  waste,  were  subject  to  a  right  of  common,  several  coun- 
terparts of  old  leases  kept  among  the  muniments  of  the  lord  of  the  manor,  by 
which  the  land  appeared  to  have  been  demised  by  the  lord  free  from  any  such 
charge,  were  allowed  to  be  evidence  for  the  plaintiff  claiming  under  the  lord  of 
the  manor,  though  possession  under  the  leases  was  not  shown  :  Clarkson  v.  Wood- 
house,  5  T.  R.  412,  n. 

so  well  established  that  if  the  subscribing  witnesses  were  known  to  be  alive  and 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  it  would  be  unnecessary  to  call  or  produce 
them :  Henthom  v.  Doe,  1  Blackf.  162 ;  Hanes  v.  Peek^s  Lessee,  Mart.  &  Yerg. 
228 ;  see  also  Boberts  v.  Stanton,  2  Munf.  129 ;  Newlett  v.  Cock,  7  Wend.  371. 
But  it  has  been  held  in  Massachusetts  that  if  the  subscribing  witness  to  a  deed 
be  living,  he  should  be  called,  although  the  deed  is  more  than  thirty  years  old  ; 
Tolman  v.  Emerson,  4  Pick.  160.  G. 

In  the  case  of  Jackson  y.  BlanshaWf  3  Johns.  292,  Kent,  0.  J.,  says,  "  It  ia 
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which  is  liable  to  be  rebutted  *hj  proof  that  the  attesting   raccoon 
witnesses  are  still  alive,  so  as  to  render  it  necessary  to  call 
them ;  but  that  it  is  a  peremptory  rule  of  law,  founded  upon  general 
convenience,  that  such  proof,  after  the  lapse  of  thirty  years,  shall  be 
unnecessary.'^    Where,  however,  the  deed  labors  under  any  suspicion, 

«  Doe  V.  WblUy,  8  B.  &  C.  (15  E.  C.  L.  R.)  22 ;  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  in  that 
case  observed,  that  the  allowing  the  presamption  of  the  death  of  the  attesting 
witness  to  be  rebutted,  would  be  but  a  trap  for  a  nonsuit.  And  see  B.  N.  P. 
255-,  Marsh  v.  Colneti,  2  £sp.  0.  665.  In  Bees  v.  ManaeU,  Selw.  N.  P.  564, 
Baron  Perrott  is  stated  to  have  ruled  to  the  contrary,  on  the  ground  that  the 
lapse  of  time  afforded  mere  presumptive  evidence  of  the  death  of  witnesses. 
But  another  case  was  cited  to  Mr.  B.  Perrott  upon  that  occasion,  in  which- Mr. 
J.  Yates,  for  the  sake  of  the  practice,  would  not  allow  the  witness  to  prove  an 
old  deed,  although  he  attended  for  the  purpose.  And  see  Doe  v.  Burdett^  4  Ad. 
&  E.  (31  E.  C.  L.  R.)  1. 

accompanying  possession  alone  which  establishes  the  presumption  of  authen- 
ticity in  an  ancient  deed :  see  also  9  Johns.  169,  Doe  v.  Phelps ;  10  Johns.  475, 
Doe  V.  Campbell.  This  is  also  the  doctrine  of  the  courts  of  Maryland :  Huddy 
V.  HarrymaUf  3  Har.  &  McHen.  581 ;  Joce  v.  Harris,  1  Ibid.  196  ;  Carroll  v.  Nor- 
wood,  1  Har.  &  J.  174;  in  each  of  which  cases,  possession  under  the  deed  was 
held  to  be  essential  to  its  admissibility.  So  in  South  Carolina,  a  deed  thirty 
years  old  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  without  the  regular  proof  unless  it  first 
be  shown  that  possession  has  accompanied  it :  Thompson  v.  Bullock,  1  Bay  364  ; 
Middleton  v.  Mass,  2  N.  &  McC.  55.  The  same  would  seem  to  be  the  law  of 
Virginia:  Boberts  v.  Stanton,  2  Munf.  129  ;  Lee  v.  Tapscoit,  2  Wash.  276.  Of 
Pennsylvania :  Shatter  et  al,  v.  Brand,  6  Binn.  435.  And  also  of  Connecticut : 
Mallory  et  at.  v.  AspinwaU  et  aL,  2  Day  280 ;  see  Thomases  Lessee  v.  Horlocker, 

I  Dall.  14;  Tolman  v.  Emerson,  4  Pick.  160.  M. 
A  deed  thirty  years  old,  where  possession  has  gone  with  the  deed,  proves  it- 
self: Green  v.  Chelsea,  24  Pick.  71 ;  Parris  v.  JEubanks,  I  Speers  183 ;  McClesky 
V.  Leadbeater,  1  Kelly  551 ;  Doe  v.  Eslava,  1 1  Ala.  1028 ;  Willson  v.  Beits,  4 
Denio  201 ;  Winston  v.  Gwathmey,  8  B.  Mon.  19  ;  Troup  v.  Hurlbut,  10  Barb. 
S.  Ct.  354;  Hedger  v.  Ward,  15  B.  Mon.  106  ;  Beaume  v.  Chambers,  22  Mo.  36; 
Clark  V.  Wood,  34  N.  H.  447  ;  White  v.  Hutchings,  40  Ala.  253.  Proof  that  a 
deed  of  land  is  more  than  thirty  years  old,  without  other  circumstances,  is  no 
evidence  of  its  authenticity,  especially  where  no  possession  has  been  taken  under 
it,  and  the  land  has  b«^en  held  adversely,  although  the  deed  is  shown  to  have 
been  in  the  custody  in  which  it  would  have  been  likely  to  be  if  genuine :  Will- 
son  V.  Beits,  4  Denio  201 ;  Horner  v.  Cilley,  14  N.  H.  85 ;  Bidgely  v.  Johnson, 

II  Barb.  S.  Ct.  527.  If  an  instrument  offered  in  evidence  as  an  ancient  deed,  be 
proved  to  be  thirty  years  old,  it  is  not  necessary  to  show  that  it  came  from  the 
proper  custody,  and  that  possession  has  been  held  under  it :  Brown  v.  Wood,  6 
Rich.  £q.  (S.  C.)  155.  Continual  possession  of  an  ancient  deed,  when  execution  is 
not  proved,  is  not  the  sole  sufficient  test  of  its  authenticity :  Caruthers  v.  El- 
dridge,  12  Gratt.  670.  A  treasurer's  tax  receipts  prove  themselves  after  the 
lapse  of  thirty  years  when  produced  from  the  proper  custody :  MeBeynolds  v. 
Longerberger,  7  P.  F.  Smith  13. 
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arising  from  any  rasure  or  interlineation,  it  is  a  matter  of  prudence 
and  discretion  to  prove  it  in  the  usual  way  by  means  of  an  attesting 
witness,  if  any  be  still  living,  or  by  proof  of  the  handwriting  of  an 
attesting  witness,  where  they  are  all  dead,'  in  ordeif  to  rebut  the  un- 
favorable presumption  arising  from  an  inspection  of  the  deed ;  and 
this  ought  more  especially  to  be  done  if  the  deed  import  fraud ;  as, 
where  a  man  conveys  a  reversion  to  one,  and  afterwards  conveys  it 
to  another,  and  the  second  purchaser  proves  his  title ;  because  in 
such  case  the  presumption  arising  from  the  antiquity  of  the  deed  is 
destroyed  by  an  opposite  presumption  ;  for  no  man  shall  be  supposed 
guilty  of  so  manifest  a  fraud.' 

The  same  rule  applies  to  other  old  writings,  such  as  receipts^  and 
r^ccQ^-i  letters."*  Where  an  indenture  of  apprenticeship  had  been 
executed  thirty  years  ago,  and  the  parish  in  which  the  pau* 
per  had  resided  had  treated  him  as  a  parishioner  for  twelve  years,  it 
was  presumed  that  the  indenture  had  been  lost,  and  that  it  had  been 
properly  stamped,  although,  it  was  proved  by  the  deputy  registrar 
and  comptroller  of  the  apprentice  duties,  that  it  did  not  appear  to 
have  been  stamped  from  1773  to  1805.* 

It  has  already  been  observed,  that  in  order  to  give  authenticity  to 
an  ancient  instrument  which  does  not  admit  of  proof  by  the  ordinary 
tests,  it  is  essential  to  show  that  it  has  been  brought  from  the  natural 
and  legitimate  repository;^  as  in  the  case  of  terriers,  ancient  grants, 
an  inspeximus,  an  endowment  by  a  bishop.  Where  an  old  deed  is 
given  in  evidence,  without  proof  of  its  execution,  some  account 
ought  to  be  given  of  the  place  where  it  has  been  kept;'  or  evidence 
should  be  given  so  as  to  aiford  a  presumption  that  the  party  has  been 

'  Chettle  y.  Found,  B.  N.  P.  255 ;  Bac.  Abr.,  £t.  F.  But  see  Tritnml^town  t. 
KemmiSf  9  CI.  &  F.  763. 

•  B.  N.  P.  255  ;  Bac.  Abr.,  Ev.  F. 

»  Bertie  v.  Beaumont,  2  Pri.  308  ;  Bullen  v.  Michel,  2  Pri.  399;  4  Dow.  297  ; 
Wynne  v.  Tyrwhitt,  4  B.  &  Ad.  (24  E.  C.  L.  R.)  376  j  Dean  of  Ely  v.  Sievart, 
Atk.  44;  Manby  v.  Curtis,  1  Pri.  225. 

^  In  Beer  v.  Ward,  cor,  Dallas,  C.  J.,  SitL  after  Mich.  1821 ;  and  cor.  Lord 
Tenterden,  C.  J.,  K.  R.  Sitt.  after  Trin.  1823,  on  an  issue  as  to  the  legitimacy 
of  A,  B,,  an  old  letter,  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  head  of  the  family,  and 
brought  from  among  the  title-deeds  at  the  family  seat,  was  admitted  to  be 
read. 

'  B,  v.  Long  Buckby,  7  East,  45.  The  binding  being  in  the  year  1774  or 
1775. 

y  Supra,  p.  291. 

•  B.  N.  P.  255,  ante,  p.  291. 
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in  possession  under  the  deed/  But  it  is  suflBcient  that  a  document 
be  produced  from  a  place  where  it  was  likely  to  be  found,  although 
it^be  not  the  most  proper  place  of  custody.*  As  to  such  writings, 
some  evidence  should  be  given  to  afford  a  reasonable  presumption* 
that  they  were  honestly  and  fairly  obtained,  and  preserved  for  use, 
*and  are  free  from  suspicion  of  dishonesty.  In  ordinary  r+coc-i 
cases,  however,  where  the  instrament  is  produced  by  one 
who  has  an  interest  in  it,  it  is  not  necessary  to  show  where  the  in- 
strument has  been  kept ;  it  is  sufficient  for  overseers  to  produce  a 
parish  certificate  thirty  years  old,  without  showing  whence  it  came.* 
So  it  was  held  to  be  sufficient  for  a  rated  inhabitant  of  a  respondent 

•  Bac.  Abr.,  Bv.  F. ;  B.  N.  P.  254.  In  Jewisan  v.  Di/son^  9  M.  &  W.  540,  an 
order  by  the  Chancellor  and  Council  of  the  Duchy  of  Lancaster,  made  in  1670 
to  the  coroners  of  the  honors  of  Pontefract  (within  the  duchy]  as  to  the  returns 
of  inquests,  was  held  admissible  without  evidence,  that  it  had  ever  been  acted  on. 
And  see  Doe  v.  Pulman,  3  Q.  B.  (43  £.  C.  L.  R.)  622. 

•  Cronght<m  v.  Blake,  12  M.  &  W.  205 ;  Bp,  of  Meath  v.  Winchester,  3  Bing. 
N.  C.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  183 ;  Slater  v.  Hodgson,  9  Q.  B.  (58  E.  C.  L.  R.)  727. 

•  Vin.  Abr.,  tit.  Evidence,  A.  6  j  7  East  291 ;  4  B.  &  Aid.  (6  E.  C.  L.  R.)  376  ; 
B.  N.  P.  255 ;  Forbes  v.  Wale,  1  Bl.  532.  Letters  addressed  to  the  party's 
mother,  with  whom  she  lived,  &nd  at  whose  death  the  keys  and  papers  were  de- 
livered to  her,  were  held  to  be  properly  in  her  custody  :  Doe  v.  Beynon,  12  Ad. 
k  £.  (40  E.  C.  L.  R.)  431.  And  where  in  ejectment  by  a  mortgagee  a  prior 
deed  of  settlement  was  produced  from  the  papers  of  the  mortgagor,  lately  de- 
ceased, who  was  tenant  for  life  under  it,  this  was  considered  the  proper  custody  : 
Doe  V.  Samples,  8  Ad.  k  £.  (35  E.  C.  L.  R.)  151. 

'  R.  V.  By  ton,  5  T.  R.  259 ;  see  also  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Ely  v.  Stewart,  2 
Atk.  44 ;  Fry  v.  Wood,  2  Sel.  N.  P.  564.  A  lessee  occupied  lands  under  a  tenant 
for  lives,  and  paid  the  rent  reserved  by  the  lease  to  one  WiUiams,  The  day 
after  the  last  life  dropped,  he  obtained  the  lease  from  certain  persons  whose 
connection  with  it  did  not  appear,  and  delivered  it  up  to  Williams,  taking  a 
fresh  demise  of  the  lands  from  him.  This  lease  being  produced  by  the  lessor 
was  held  to  come  from  proper  custody :  Bees  v.  Walters,  3  M.  &  W.  527.  A 
will  fifty  years  old  was  produced  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  who  received  it 
from  B.,  and  the  witness  stated  that  when  the  same  cause  was  before  an  arbi- 
trator it  was  produced  by  B.,  and  the  defendant's  attorney  in  his  presence  there- 
upon consented  to  its  being  admitted  in  evidence.  Patteson,  J.,  held  this  to 
be  slight  but  admissible  evidence  of  the  proper  custody :  Doe  dem.  Bowdler  v. 
Owen,  5  C.  P.  (34  £.  C.  L.  R.)  751.  So  it  is  sufficient,  if  a  lease  creating  a  term 
to  attend  comes  from  the  solicitor  of  the  family  of  the  party :  Doe  v.  Phillips, 
8  Q.  B.  (55  £.  C.  L.  R.)  158 ;  or  if  a  lease  comes  from  the  land  a^rent  of  the 
lessors,  although  the  agent  be  not  in  court :  Doe  v.  Keeling,  11  Q.  B.  (63  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  884.  These  cases  seem  to  overrule  in  this  respect  what  was  said  in  Evans 
V.  Bees,  10  Ad.  k  £.  (37  £.  C.  L.  R.)  151 ;  that  it  is  not  enough  for  the  party, 
his  counsel  or  steward  to  produce  the  document  in  court,  but  that  some  evidence 
of  the  custody  should  also  be  given. 


525  PRIYATJEB   DOCUMENTS. 

parish,  to  produce  a  certificate  above  thirty  years  old,  by  the  appel- 
-^  lant  parish.*   And  where  the  party  who  offers  the  instrument 

L  J  *in  evidence  is  the  proper  depository,  then  no  proof  of  cus- 
tody is  necessary.' 

In  a  claim  to  a  Scotch  peerage  where  no  patent  of  creation  could 
be  found,  but  the  ancestor  sat  in  Parliament,  an  original  instrument, 
purporting  to  be  under  the  great  seal  of  Scotland,  and  produced 
from  the  repositories  of  the  heir  of  entail  of  the  family  estates,  is 
evidence  of  the  creation  of  such  peerage  and  of  the  limitations 
therein.* 

Upon  the  trial  of  an  issue  to  ascertain  the  boundary  between  two 
parishes,  where  a  box  containing  old  terriers  and  other  parish  docu- 
ments was  produced,  proof  that  they  had  been  received  from  the  son 
of  the  last  rector  of  the  parish,  and  had  been  transferred  to  the 
plaintiff,  the  present  incumbent,  was  held  to  afford  sufficient  evidence 
as  to  their  custody.^  Where  however  a  book  which  purported  to  be 
the  book  of  a  former  rector,  came  out  of  the  hands  of  the  defendant, 
being  the  grandson  of  the  former  rector,  the  proof  of  custody  was 
held  to  be  insufficient.'  In  the  case  of  Michell  v.  RahbetU^^  a  grant 
to  an  abbey  contained  in  a  manuscript  entitled  ^^  Secretum  Abbatity*' 
in  the  Bodleian  Library  at  Oxford,  was  rejected  as  not  coming  from 
the  proper  custody;  and  for  the  same  reason  an  old  grant  of  a 
priory,  brought  from  the  Gottonian  Manuscripts  in  the  British 
Museum,  was  also  rejected  for  want  of  showing  that  the  possession 
of  the  grant  was  connected  with  any  person  who  had  an  interest  in 
the  estate.^  Where  *a  writing,  purporting  to  be  an  endow- 
[*^^'-l   ment  of  a  vicarage,  and  another  purporting  to  be  an  inspexi- 

*  E.  V.  Netkerikong,  2  M.  &  S.  337.  Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J.,  intimated  that 
the  rated  inhabitant  being  brought  forward  as  the  mere  depositary  of  the  instru- 
ment, if  the  party  objecting  wished  to  inquire  into  the  custody,  he  might. 

'  Rex  V.  Ryton,  5  T.  R.  259 ;  Doe  v.  PhiUips,  8  Q.  B.  (65  E.  C.  L.  R.)  158  ;  Doe 
V.  Keeling,  11  Q.  B.  (63  E.  C.  L.  R.)  884.  In  Doe  v.  Phillips,  Patteson,  J., 
observed,  *^  It  would  be  most  inconvenient,  if  in  cases  where  a  deed  is  produced 
by  a  party^s  attorney,  inquiries  were  to  be  made  how  and  when  he  got  it  Cole- 
ridge, J.,  said  that  evidence  of  the  custody  was  given,  not  as  a  ground  of  read- 
ing the  instrument,  but  to  afford  the  judge  reasonable  assurance  of  authentieity. 
So  it  is  sufficient  that  a  corporation  produce  corporation  documents :  2  M.  &  8. 
338. 

«  HuniUy  Peerage,  3  CI.  &  F.  349. 

^  Earl  V.  Lewis,  5  Esp.  C.  1. 

'  Randolph  v.  Gordon,  5  Pri.  312. 

^  3  Taunt.  91 ;  see  Lygon  v.  Sirutt,  2  Anst.  601,  ante,  p.  312. 

^  Swinnerton  v.  Marquis  of  Stafford,  3  Taunt.  91. 
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mus  of  the  former,  under  the  seal  of  the  Bishop  of  Norwich^  had 
been  purchased  at  a  sale  as  a  part  of  a  private  collection  of  manu- 
scripts, it  was  held,  that  coming  out  of  the  custody  of  a  private  per- 
son unconnected  with  the  matters  contained  in  them,  they  were  inad- 
missible.""  But  in  a  tithe-suit,  a  book  which  purported  to  be  the 
book  of  a  former  collector  of  tithes,  and  seventy  years  old,  in  the 
hands  of  the  successor  to  such  collector,  was  admitted.*^ 

In  the  case  of  The  Bishop  of  Meath  v.  The  Marquis  of  Winchester^ 
it  was  held  (in  quare  impedit)  that  a  case  stated  by  a  former  bishop 
for  the  opinion  of  counsel,  and  preserved  with  his  private  papers  and 
family  documents,  was  admissible;  for,  although  the  document  in 
some  respects  related  to  the  see,  it  might  more  reasonably  be  ex- 
pected to  be  found  among  the  bishop's  private  papers  and  family 
documents  than  in  the  public  registry  of  the  diocese."" 

Where  the  defendant,  in  a  suit  by  the  rector  for  tithe,  offered  in 
evidence  a  paper  purporting  to  be  a  receipt  given  by  a  former  rector 
to  a  person  of  the  same  name  with  the  defendant,  forty-five  years 
ago,  it  was  held  to  be  admissible  without  proof  of  the  handwriting  of 
the  rector,  and  without  any  proof  as  to  the  custody  further  than  that 
it  came  out  of  the  hands  of  the  defendant ;  for  none  but  an  occupier 
could  have  acquired  such  a  receipt.^  But  *where  Curtis,  the 
defendant  in  a  similar  suit,  produced  a  paper  purporting  to  '-  ^ 
be  a  receipt  from  Smith  to  one  Curtis  fifty  years  ago,  but  there  was 
no  evidence  to  show  who  Smith  was,  or  where  the  paper  had  been 
kept,  the  evidence  was  rejected.** 

In  the  case  of  BuUen  v.  Michelly*  the  question  was  between  a  vicar 
and  occupier,  whether  a  farm  modus  had  existed  immemorially ; 
and  after  proof  that  search  had  been  made  in  the  proper  registries 
for  the  original  endowment  of  the  vicarage  by  the  abbey  of  Glaston- 
bury it  was  held,  that  a  book  purporting  to  be  the  ledger-book  and 

-  Poit8  V.  Durant,  3  Ana*.  789. 

»  Jones  v.  Waller,  3  Gwill.  8,  7. 

•  3  Bing.  N.  C.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  183.  On  writ  of  error  in  Dom.  Proc.  it  ap- 
p^^ared  upon  the  evidence  there  was  only  one  ecclesiastical  record  preserved  in 
the  registry  of  the  diocese  of  so  early  a  date,  whilst  on  the  other  hand  the  docn- 
ment  was  found  in  the  same  parcel  with  several  papers  belonging  to  the  see, 
and  in  the  same  room  with  several  visitation  books  of  the  diocese,  and  other 
papers  relating  to  it.  See  this  case  also,  4  CI.  &  Fin.  445.  A  deed  likewise 
relating  to  the  same  subject,  and  in  the  same  custody  was  held  admissible. 
And  see  Slane  Peerage,  CI.  k  Fin.  24. 

'  Bertie  v.  Beaumont,  2  Pri.  303. 

'  Manby  v.  Curtis,  I  Price  225  ;  Wood  B.  dissent, 

'  In  D.  P.,  2  Price,  399,  post,  546,  note  (t). 
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chartularj  of  that  abbey,  and  preserved  amongst  the  muniments  of 
the  Marquis  of  Bath^  the  owner  of  some  estates  which  formerly 
belonged  to  the  abbey,  although  not  of  the  farm  in  question,  was  suffi- 
ciently connected  with  the  abbey  to  be  admissible  in  evidence  as  a 
genuine  document  which  belonged  to  the  abbey.'  It  was  also  held 
that  two  documents  contained  in  the  book  were  evidence-;  the  one 
being  in  the  form  of  an  appropriation,  dated  1269,  made  by  the 
Bishop  of  Salisbury  to  the  abbey  of  Glastonbury,  of  the  profits  of 
a  rectory,  reserving  to  the  bishop  a  power  of  ordaining  a  vicarage  in 
the  same  church,  of  a  specified  yearly  value,  and  the  other  contain- 
ing a  list  of  different  articles  of  endowment  of  the  same  vicarage.* 
*It  was  likewise  held,  that  the  accounts  of  rents  of  the 
I-  -I  abbey,  also  found  among  the  same  muniments,  and  contain- 
ing the  allowances  and  acquittances  of  the  abbey,  were  admissible. 
Copies  from  an  ancient  schedule,  produced  from  the  muniments  of  a 
corporation,  and  delivered  to  the  toll  collectors,  by  which  they  col- 
lected the  tolls,  are  admissible  for  the  corporation,  although  it  would 
have  been  otherwise  if  not  shown  to  have  been  delivered  to  the  col- 
lectors by  the  corporation,  however  accurately  corresponding.* 

The  first  skin  of  an  indenture  relating  to  lands  in  question  in  the 
suit,  which  appeared  to  have  been  severed  from  the  rest  by  a  sharp 
instrument,  which  had  cut  away  the  seals  and  names  of  the  parties 
who  appeared  by  the  endorsement  to  have  executed  it,  was  formerly 
in  the  custody  of  the  plaintiff's  steward  until  litigation  commenced 
between  him  and  the  plaintiff,  when  it  was  handed  over  to  the  suc- 
ceeding steward,  and  was  produced  by  him  on  the  trial  of  an  issue  in 

*  It  was  observed  by  Gibbs,  C.  B.,  2  Price  410,  that  such  a  book  as  this  par^ 
ports  to  be,  usually  contains  a  description  of  all  the  estates  of  the  abbey,  and  all 
the  transactions  relating  to  them.  When  the  abbey  was  dissolved,  those  estates 
went  to  the  Crown,  and  the  Grown  afterwards  granted  them  to  different  persons. 
The  book,  when  the  abbey  was  dissolved,  would  go  to  the  officers  of  the  Crown, 
and  when  the  Crown  portioned  out  and  made  over  tHe  possessions  of  the  abbey 
to  other  persons,  the  books  could  go  to  one  only  of  those  grantees,  and  the  only 
possible  way  of  connecting  it  with  the  abbey  is  by  showing  a  connection  between 
the  possessor  and  the  Crown,  and  by  raising  a  probability  that  the  Crown  may 
have  handed  over  the  book  to  its  present  possessor. 

*•  Wood,  B.,  dissented  from  the  other  judges  of  the  court  upon  this  point:  he 
admitted  that  the  book  had  been  sufficiently  connected  with  the  abbey  to  make 
it  evidence  as  a  copy  of  the  endowment,  supposing  such  evidence  to  be  relevant; 
but  he  was  of  opinion  that  it  was  not  relevant  evidence  upon  that  point,  since 
the  endowment  was  not  disputed  ;  and  that  for  any  other  purpose  these  entries 
were  res  inter  alios,  and  mere  memoranda  of  an  executory  project.  See  his 
observations  at  length,  2  Price  425. 

"  Brett  V.  Beales,  M.&  M.  (22  £.  C.  L.  R.)  416. 
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which  the  defendant  derived  title  from  the  former  steward.  This  was 
held  to  be  the  proper  custody,  and  the  document  was  admitted  in  evi- 
dence against  the  plaintiff.* 

Where  no  name  of  any  attesting  witness  is  subscribed,  or  where 
there  are  names  subscribed  ivhich  are  proved  to  be  fictitious,^  or  of 
real  persons  who  either  did  not  actually  witness  the  execution  of 
the  deed  or  other  instrument,'  or  who  were  in  point  of  law  in- 
competent to  *attest  it,*  the  execution  may  be  proved  by  the  p^.qht 
testimony  of  any  witness  who  was  present  when  the  deed  was  ^  ■* 
executed  ;^  or  it  will  be  sufficient  to  prove  the  handwriting  of  the 
obligor,  from  which  the  sealing  and  delivery  may  be  presumed,*  or  his 
acknowledgment  of  the  instrument. 

Where  the  writing  has  been  lost^  or  destroyed,  or  so  situated  that 
its  production  cannot  be  enforced,"  the  *fact  must  be  proved,  r^^oi-i 
If  positive  proof  of  the  destruction  cannot  be  had,  it  must 

•  Lord  Trimlestovm  v.  Kemmis,  9  CI.  &  Fin.  775  ;  and  see  Jhrice  v.  Woodkouse, 
a  Ex.  616. 

7  Fasset  v.  JBroiwi,  Peake^s  C.  23. 

•  Grellier  v.  Neale,  Peake's  C.  146 ;  WCravo  v.  Gentry ^  3  Camp.. 232 ;  Cussons 
V.  Skinner,  ante,  p.  503,  note  {t).  In  Phipps  v.  Parker^  \  Camp.  412,  where  the 
party  whose  name  appeared  as  the  attesting  witness  negatived  the  attestation 
by  him,  Lord  Ellenborough  h«ld,  that  the  deed  could  not  be  proved  by  evidence 
of  the  handwriting  t)f  the  supposed  obligor,  or  of  an  acknowledgment  by  him  ; 
but  this  case  is  overruled :  Fitzger/M  v.  ElseCf  2  Camp.  365,  cor.  Lawrence,  J. ; 
Lemon  v.  Dean,  Ibid.  636,  cor,  Le  Blano,  J.  And  where  the  attesting  witness 
to  a  bond  declared  that  he  did  not  see  it  executed  by  the  obligor  ;  it  was  held 
that  it  was  the  same  as  if  there  had  appeared  to  be  no  attesting  witness,  and 
that  the  execution  was  sufficiently  proved  by  showing  the  handwriting  of  the 
obligor :  Boxer  v.  Babeih,  Gow's  C.  175  ^  and  see  aniCj  pp.  572,  573. 

•  Com.  Dig.,  Ev.  B.  3. 

^  Ibid. ;  Fitzgerald  v.  Elsee,  2  Camp.  635  ;  Lemon  v.  Dean,  2  Camp.  636. 

«  Com.  Dig.,  Evidence,  B.  3 ;  1  Lev.  25 ;  Fassett  v.  Broum,  Peake's  C.  33 ;  2 
T.  R.  41 ;  Grellier  v.  Neale,  Peake's  C.  198 ;  Talbot  v.  Hodson,  7  Taunt.  (2  E. 
C.  L.  R.)  251  *,  the  subscribing  witness  having  denied  ^at  he  saw  the  execution, 
a  co-obligor  having  been  released,  swore  that  there  was  a  seal  on  the  bond  when 
the  defendant  wrote  his  name  opposite,  but  that  the  defendant  did  not  seal  it, 
nor  put  his  hand  to  the  seal,  nor  deliver  it  in  the  witness's  presence.  The  jury, 
on  the  evidence  being  left  to  them,  found  for  the  plaintiff;  and  the  court  after- 
wards held  that  this  had  been  properly  left  to  the  jury.  If  the  obligor  be  a 
marksman,  it  seems  his  execution  may  be  proved  by  a  person  who  has  seen  him 
so  execute  instruments,  and  can  speak  to  the  mark :  George  v.  Surrey,  M.  &  M. 
(22  £.  C.  L.  R.)  516.  For  proof  of  handwriting,  see  tit.  Handwriting,  Vol.  II. 

'  A  bill  accepted  abroad  and  negotiated  here  by  the  defendant  on  the  plain- 
tiff's account,  may  be  treated  as  a  lost  bill :  Hunt  v.  Alewyn,  3  C.  &  P.  (14  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  284. 

'  Secondary  evidence  was  held  to  be  inadmissible  whep  a  letter  was  filed  in 

32 
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be  shown  that  a  bond  fide  and  diligent  search  has  been  made  for  it 
in  vain  where  it  was  likely  to  be  found/  ^ 

the  Court  of  Chancery,  it  being  in  the  power  of  either  party  to  produce  it  on 
application  to  the  court:  Williams  v.  Munnings^  Ry.  &  M.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  18. 
And  if  it  be  in  the  hands  of  one  who  holds  it  as  security  for  money  owing  to 
him,  and  ^refuses  on  his  subpoena  to  produce  it,  such  a  condition  of  the  docu- 
ment is  equivalent  for  this  purpose  to  loss :  Doe  d.  Gilbert  v.  Ross,  7  M.  &  W. 
102. 

'  Goodier  v.  Lake,  1  Atk.  446  j  Lord  Peterborough  v.  Mordaunt,  1  Mod.  94. 
Where  thirty-six  years  had  elapsed  since  indentures  were  executed,  which  had 
been  long  since ywnc^i  officio,  and  it  was  shown  that  every  person  had  been  ap- 
plied to  and  called,  in  whose  possession  they  might  reasonably  be  expected  to  be 
found,  secondary  evidence  was  let  in  :  R,  v.  Ea^t  Farleigh,  6  D.  &  R.  (16  £.  C. 
L.  R.)  146  As  to  the  necessity  for  search  where  there  is  no  proper  place  of 
deposit,  see  Doe  v.  Grazebrook,  4  Q.  B.  (45  E.  C.  L.  R.)  406. 


*  If  the  non-production  of  a  written  instrument  is  satisfactorily  accounted  for, 
evidence  of  its  existence  and  contents  is  admissible :  U,  S.  v.  Reybum,  6  Pet.  252 ; 
Minor  V.  Tillotson,  7  Ibid.  99 ;  Denton  v.  Hill,  4  Hayw.  73 ;  Jackson  v.  CuUum, 

2  Black.  228  ;  Blackburn  v.  Blackburn,  8  Hamm.  81 ;  Armstrong  v.  Timmons, 

3  Harring.  342 ;  Murray  v.  Buchanan,  7  Black.  549  ;  Mulliken  v.  Boyce,  1  Gill. 
60;  Granger  v.  Warrington,  3  Oilm.  299;  Creed  v.  White,  11  Humph.  549; 
WistoaU  v.  Knevals,  18  Ala.  65.  The  loss  or  destruction  of  a  paper  must  be 
strictly  proved,  before  other  evidence  of  its  contents  can  be  received ;  and  if  a 
writing  be  offered  as  a  copy,  it  must  be  strictly  proved  as  such  before  it  can  be 
given  in  evidence :  Willis  v.  McDole,  2  South.  501  ;  Boynton  v.  Rees,  8  Pick. 
329 ;  Dawson  v.  Graves,  4  Call  127  ;  U,  S,  v.  Porter,  3  Day  283 ;  Cavfman  v. 
Congregation, 6Binn,  59;  Doey.  McCaleb,  2  How.  (Miss.)  756 ; Bouldin  v.  Massie, 
7  Wheat.  122;  Redman  v.  Green,  3  Ired.  Ch.  54;  U.  S.  v.  Boyd,  5  How.  29; 
Marshall  v.  Hany,  9  Gill.  251 ;  Poe  v.  Dorrah,  20  Ala.  288.  Secondary  evidence 
of  the  contents  of  a  written  instrument  is  admissible  when  it  has  been  destroyed 
voluntarily  through  mistake  or  by  accident :  Riggs  v.  Tayloe,  9  Wheat.  483. 
So,  when  it  is  in  the  hands  of  a  third  person,  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court :  Ralph  v.  Broton,  3  W.  &  S.  395 ;  Waller  v.  Cralle,  8  B.  Monr.  1 1 ; 
ThreadgiU  v.  White,  11  Ired.  591 ;  Shepard  v.  Giddings,  22  Conn.  282.  Pre- 
sumptive evidence  of  loss  is  sufficient:  Taunton  Bank  v.  Richardson,  5  Pick. 
436 ;  Central  TSimpike  v.  Valentine,  10  Pick.  142  ;  Bouldin  v.  Massie,  7  Wheat. 
122;  Hathaway  v.  Spooner,  9  Pick.  23;  Flinn  v.  McGonigle,  9  W.  k  S,  75 ; 
Sturdtcant  v.  Gains,  5  Ala.  435 ;  Turner  v.  Moore,  1  Brev.  236.  The  loss  or 
destruction  of  an  instrument  is  a  fact  to  be  decided  by  the  court  before  its  con- 
tents can  be  proved,  and  is  not  afterwards  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury:  Witter 
v.  Latham,  12  Conn.  392;  Flinn  v.  McGonigle,  9  W.  &  S.  75;  Woodworth  v. 
Barker,  1  Hill  172;  Wood  v.  Gassett,  U  N.  H.  442  ;  Vaughanv,  Biggers,6 
Ga.  188.  A  party  to  a  suit  may  be  a  competent  witness  to  prove  the  loss  of  a 
deed  or  record,  for  the  purpose  of  letting  in  secondary  evidence,  but  not  to  prove 
the  contents  thereof:  Adams  v.  Leland,  7  Pick.  62;  Pattersofi  v.  Winn,  5  Pet. 
233  ;  Dan  v.  Brown,  4  Cow.  483 ;  Jackson  v.  Belts,  6  Id.  377 ;  Shrowders  ▼. 
Harper,  1  Harring.  444 ;  Harris  v.  Doe,  4  Blackf.  369  ;   Woodworth  v.  Barker^ 
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The  degree  of  diligence  to  be  used  in  searching  for  a  deed  must 
depend  on  the  importance  of  the  deed  and  the  particular  circum- 

1  Hill  172 ;  Woods  v.  Gassett,  II  N.  H.  442;  Siqford  v.  Stafford^  Saxton  525  ; 
Mctynor  v.  Lewis ^  2  Ga.  205  j  Vedder  v.  Wilkins^  5  Denio  64  j  Porter  v.  Ferguson^ 
4  Fla.  102 ;  Wade  v.  Wade,  12  Ills.  89 ;  WelU  v.  Martin,  1  Ohio  386.  The 
proof  necessary  to  establish  the  loss  of  a  writing,  so  as  to  let  in  secondary  evi- 
dence of  its  contents,  must  depend  upon  the  nature  of  the  transaction  to  which 
it  relates,  its  apparent  value  and  other  circumstances.  If  suspicion  hangs  over 
the  instrument,  or  that  it  is  designedly  withheld,  a  rigid  inquiry  should  be 
made  into  the  reasons  of  its  non-production  ;  but  if  there  is  no  such  suspicion, 
all  that  ought  to  be  required  is  reasonable  diligence  to  obtain  the  original,  in 
respect  to  which  the  courts  extend  great  liberality :  Juzan  v.  Touhnin,  9  Ala. 
662;  Kdsey  v.  Hanmer,  18  Conn.  311;  Waller  v.  School  District,  22  Id. 
326.  The  rule  which  excludes  secondary  evidence  in  a  contest  with  primary 
does  not  mean  that  everything  is  secondary  which  is  not  of  the  highest 
order,  but  only  that  which  discloses  the  existence  of  other  evidence  from 
the  non-production  of  which  it  may  be  supposed  that  if  produced  it 
would  work  against  the  party  offering  it :  Shoenberger  v.  Hackman,  1  Wright 
87.  In  order  to  admit  secondary  evidence  it  is  not  necessary  that  the 
loss  or  destruction  of  the  document  should  be  proved  beyond  all  possi- 
bility of  mistake :  all  that  is  required  is  a  moral  certainty :  U.  S,  v.  Sutter, 
21  How.  (U.  S.)  170.  That  a  paper  was  last  seen  in  the  hands  of  one  out 
of  the  State,  will  admit  secondary  evidence :  Gordon  v.  Searing^  8  Cal.  49.  To 
admit  secondary  evidence  the  destruction  of  the  instrument  must  have  been 
without  the  agency  or  consent  of  the  party  who  offers  it :  Bagley  v.  McMickle, 
9  Cal.  430 ;  Tobin  v.  Shaw,  45  Me.  331 ;  Joannes  v.  Bennett,  5  Allen  169.  A 
copy  of  a  telegram  is  not  the  best  evidence,  and  therefore  the  original  must  be 
produced  or  its  absence  accounted  for :  Mattison  v.  Noyes,  25  111.  273 ;  Comm,  v. 
Jeffries,  7  Allen  548.  The  evidence  of  the  person  who  was  the  proper  custodian 
of  the  paper  as  to  its  loss  must  be  adduced :  Anderson  v.  Maberry,  2  Heisk.  653. 
A  copy  of  a  survey  is  not  admissible  until  proved  by  some  one  who  has  com- 
pared it  with  the  original:  McGinnis  v.  Sawyer,  13  P.  F.  Smith  259;  Coze  v. 
England,  15  Ibid.  212.  As  to  how  a  copy  ought  to  be  compared  with  the 
original :  Krise  v.  Neason,  16  P.  F.  Smith  253.  Press  copies  of  letters  are  ad- 
missible :  Cameron  v.  Peck,  37  Conn.  555.  See  Marsh  v.  Hand,  35  Md.  123.  It 
is  not  necessary  to  produce  the  press  copy  of  a  lost  letter,  but  other  secondary 
evidence  may  be  given :  Goodrich  v.  Weston,  102  Mass.  362.  Notice  to  a  party 
or  counsel  representing  the  government  to  produce  papers  on  file  in  any  of  the 
departments,  does  not  authorize  the  party  giving  the  notice  to  use  other  copies 
than  those  properly  certified  by  the  officer  in  whose  charge  they  are :  Bamqf  v. 
Schneider,  9  Wall.  248.  Where  an  attested  copy  of  a  deed  from  the  registry 
is  introduced  as  evidence,  bearing  a  scroll  and  the  word  *'  seal"  written  upon  it 
in  a  place  where  the  seal  is  usually  placed,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  original 
was  properly  sealed:  Deininger  v.  McConnel,  41  111.  228.  Where  there  are  de- 
grees in  secondary  evidence  the  best  should  be  produced.  A  copy  of  an  instru- 
ment is  to  be  preferred  to  verbal  testimony  of  its  contents :  Williams  v.  WcUers, 
36  Ga.  454.  A  notary's  book  of  protests  is  the  best  evidence  of  entries,  and  nwst 
be  produced  or  shown  to  be  lost:  Genet  v.  Lawyer,  61  Barb.  211.    A  synoptical 
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Stances  of  each  case.'  It  is  not  absolutely  necessary  that  the  search 
for  the  original  document  should  be  made  for  the  purpose  of,  and 
shortly  before  the  cause;  where  it  had  been  made  recently  after  the 
death  of  the  party  in  whose  possession  it  had  been,  although  three 
years  before  the  action,  it  was  held  to  be  sufficient  to  let  in  the 
secondary  evidence.^ 

Inquiry  was  made  after  an  indenture  of  apprenticeship  at  the  house 
of  the  deceased  master  ten  years  after  his  death,  in  which  house  his 
widow  and  son  still  resided,  and  his  goods  and  effects  remained,  and 
the  son  said  that  he  could  not  find  it,  and  some  parol  evidence 
was  given  to  show  that  a  deed  of  apprenticeship  existeil ;  the  court 
held  that  the  proof  of  binding  was  not  sufficient.'  Where  there 
were  two  parts  of  an  indenture  of  apprenticeship,  one  of  which 
p^enn-i  was  proved  to  have  been  destroyed,  and  the  '''other  had 
been  delivered  to  Miss   Tayhry  of  Bomford,  to  whom  the 

«  Per  Best,  C.  J.,  in  Gully  v.  The  Bishop  o/Exeterj  4  Bing.  (13  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
290 ;  GathercoU  v.  Miall,  16  M.  &  W.  335  j  Doe  v.  Lewis,  20  L.  J.,  C.  P.  177. 

*  Fitz  V.  Rabbits,  2  M.  &  Rob.  60. 

»  R.  V.  St,  Helens  in  Abingdon,  B.  S.  C.  292,  735 ;  2  Bott  481 ;  but  in  this  case 
the  evidence  seems  to  have  been  insufficient  to  prove  a  binding,  independently 
of  the  objection  that  the  proof  of  loss  was  insufficient  for  the  purpose  of  admit- 
ting secondary  evidence :  and  the  circumstances  of  the  case  rather  negatived  the 
existence  of  a  valid  indenture. 

exhibit  of  the  contents  of  bank  books  is  not  the  best  evidence.  The  books  them- 
selves must  be  .produced  or  their  absence  accounted  for :  Ritchie  v.  Kinney,  46 
Mo.  298.  Oral  evidence  of  the  words  written  on  the  tag  of  a  valise  is  admissible 
to  identify  the  tag  without  proving  its  loss :  Coram,  v.  Morrdl,  99  Mass.  542. 
The  destruction  of  a  contract  by  a  person  claiming  under  it,  after  he  knows  that 
there  is  to  be  a  difficulty  about  it,  is  strong  presumptive  evidence  that  its  terms 
were  unfavorable  to  his  claim :  Warren  v.  Crew,  22  Iowa  315 ;  Page  v.  Stephens, 
23  Mich.  357;  Lucas  v.  Brooks,  23  La.  Ann.  117.  If  a  party  has  voluntarily 
destroyed  a  writing,  he  cannot  prove  its  contents  unless  he  repels  the  inference 
of  fraud  in  its  destruction :  Blake  v.  Fash,  44  III.  302.  See  further  as  to  se- 
condary evidence  of  writings :  Krise  v.  Neason,  16  P.  F.  Smith  253 ;  Chryster  v. 
Renvis,  43  N.  Y.  209 ;  Eady  v.  Shivey,  40  Ga.  684 ;  Martin  v.  Williams,  42  Miss. 
210;  Huls  V.  Kimball,  52  111.  391 ;  Wells  v.  Jackson  Manvf.  Co.,  48  N.  II.  491 ; 
Coxe  V.  England,  15  P.  F.  Smith  212;  Taylor  v.  Peck,  21  Gratt.  11 ;  Yale  v. 
Oliver,  21  La.  Ann.  454 ;  McGuire  v.  Bank,  42  Ala.  589 ;  Christy  v.  Kavanaghy 
45  Mo.  375 ;  Ins,  Co.  v.  Weide,  9  Wall.  677 ;  Sturgis  v.  Hart,  45  III.  103 ;  Clark 
V.  Hambeek,  2  Green  430 ;  Roe  v.  Doe,  32  Ga.  39 ;  King  v.  Randlett,  33  Cal.  318  ; 
WhUe  V.  Burney,  27  Tex.  50 ;  Wallace  v.  Wilcox,  Ibid.  60 ;  Patterson  v.  KeysUme 
Co.,  30  Cal.  360;  CMeara  v.  North  American  Co.,  2  Nev.  112;  Robertson  v. 
Moorer,  25  Tex.  4:28;  Baily  v.  Trammell,  27  Ibid.  317;  WdU  v.  MiUer,^!  III. 
276;  Winona  v.  Huff,  11  Minn.  119;  Delong  y.  Delong,  24  Ark.  7;  Thayer  r. 
Barney,  12  Minn.  502;  First  National  Bank  v.  Priest,  50  111.  321. 
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apprentice  had  been  assigned,  evidence  was  given  that  application  had 
been  made  to  Miss  Taylor^  who  had  ceased  to  reside  at  Bomford,  for 
the  part  delivered  to  her,  and  that  she  had  said  that  she  could  not 
find  it,  and  did  not  know  where  it  was,  but  Miss  Taylor^  though 
still  living,  was  not  called  as  a  witness ;  the  court  held,  that  the 
part  so  delivered  had  not  been  sufficiently  accounted  for;  ifc  had 
been  traced  into  the  hands  of  Miss  Taylor^  but  no  further  evidence 
had  been  given  to  show  what  had  become  of  it.^  But  where  one 
part  only  of  an  indenture  of  apprenticeship  had  been  executed, 
and  both  the  pauper  and  master  were  dead  at  the  time  of  the  trial, 
and  it  appeared  on  the  evidence,  that  on  inquiry  made  from  the 
pauper  shortly  before  his  death,  he  said  that  the  indenture  had  been 
given  up  to  him  after  the  expiration  of  the  apprenticeship,  and  that 
he  had  burnt  it :  and  inquiry  had  also  been  made  of  the  daughter  of 
the  executrix  of  the  master,  who  said  that  she  knew  nothing  about 
it,  and  no  further  search  was  made,  the  court  held  the  proof  to  be 
sufficient,  since  here,  if  the  declaration  of  the  pauper  was  admissi- 
ble so  as  to  show  a  possession  by  him,  it  also  showed  that  further 
search  was  unnecessary ;  and  on  this  ground  it  was  distinguished 
from  the  case  of  The  King  v.  Oastletonj  for  there  the  evidence  showed 
that  a  further  search  was  necessary.^ 

*The  master  of  an  apprentice,  having  the  indentures  in    r^c/roq-i 
his  possession,  failed ;  an  attorney  took  the  management  of 
his  estate  and  the  custody  of  his  papers,  which  he  inspected  with- 

^  E.  v.  CasUeton,  6  T.  R.  236 ;  see  also  Williams  v.  Younghushand,  1  Stark. 
C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  139. 

^  B,  V.  Morton,  4  M.  &  S.  48.  The  Court  of  Ring's  Bench  held  that  in  such  a 
case  it  was  sufficient  for  the  parties  to  show  that  they  had  used  reasonable  dili- 
gence ;  that  these  were  terms  applicable  to  some  known  or  probable  place  or 
person  in  respect  of  which  diligence  may  be  used ;  that  what  the  pauper  said  was 
admissible,  and  although  it  might  not  amount  to  proof  of  the  fact  that  the  in- 
denture had  been  destroyed  by  him,  it  was  so  far  evidence  as  to  afford  a  reason 
why  farther  search  was  not  made  with  him.  That  if  such  an  inquiry  had  been 
made  of  a  merchant  for  some  commercial  purpose,  and  he  had  given  a  similar 
answer  it  would  have  been  sufficient.  It  was  like  a  non-production  on  request 
and  the  party  accounts  for  it ;  and  that  this  case  was  distinguishable  from  that 
of  R,  V.  CastUton,  for  there  the  answer  given  was  a  reason  for  making  further 
search.  Where  a  person  to  whom  letters  had  been  written  which  were  required 
to  be  produced,  said  that  he  had  searched  for  them  in  a  particular  box  in  which 
he  had  put  them,  without  being  able  to  find  them,«but  added  that  he  thought 
they  were  somewhere  in  his  possessioUf  but  that  he  had  not  searched  in  any 
other  place,  it  wa«  held  that  enough  had  not  been  done  to  let  in  secondary  evi- 
dence: Bligh  V.  WeUeslf^,  2  Car.  &  P.  (12  £.  C.  L.  R.)  400. 
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out  finding  the  deed;  this  was  held  to  be  sufiBcient  evidence  of  loss, 
though  the  widow  was  still  living,  and  no  inquiry  had  been  made 
from  her :  such  an  inquiry  would  have  been  useless  after  such  evi- 
dence as  to  the  master's  papers.™  But  where,  on  an  appeal  against  an 
order  of  removal,  the  appellants,  relying  on  the  settlement  of  a  per- 
son deceased  by  apprenticeship,  called  the  widow  of  the  deceased, 
who  proved  that  her  husband,  in  his  last  illness,  told  her  that  he  had 
received  the  indentures  from  his  master  at  the  end  of  the  apprentice- 
ship, and  had  worn  them  out  in  his  pocket,  it  was  held  that  without 
further  inquiry  evidence  of  the  conversation  was  inadmissible.  And 
the  case  was  distinguished  from  that  of  Ilex  v.  Morton^  on  the  ground 
that  in  the  case  inquiry  had  been  made  from  the  master's  executrix.* 
In  the  case  of  a  parish  apprentice,  after  reasonable  proof  has 
been  given  of  a  delivery  of  the  indenture  to  the  parish  oflScers,  proof 
should  be  given  of  a  search  in  the  parish  chest,  which  is  the  proper 
place  of  deposit.** 

p^^o4n        *An  agreement  for  a  lease  had  been  deposited  in  the  hands 

of  the  landlord,  who,  upon  application  to  him  by  the  lessee, 

refused  to  produce  it.     Ten  years  after  this  and  three  after  the  death 

of  the  lessor,  the  tenant,  upon   an  appeal,  swore  that  he  did  not 

»  R.  V.  PiddUhintony  3  B.  &  Ad.  (23  E.  C.  L.  R.)  460. 

»  R.  V.  Ratoden,  2  A.  &  E.  (29  E.  C.  L.  R.)  156.  The  court  observed,  that  the 
evidence  was  of  a  dangerous  kind,  and  to  be  received  with  caution. 

^  Where  the  mother  of  a  parish  pauper  stated  that  she  had  received  money 
from  the  officers  of  B.,  to  put  her  son  out  as  an  apprentice  ;  that  she  had  accord- 
ingly put  him  out,  and  delivered  the  indenture  to  the  wife  of  a  market  gardener, 
who  was  dead,  having  survived  her  husband,  to  be  delivered  to  the  overseers  of 
B.,  and  that  search  had  been  made  in  the  parish  chest  of  B.  for  the  indenture 
without  success ;  it  was  held  that  parol  evidence  was  admissible,  the  parish 
chest  being  the  proper  place  of  deposit :  R.  v.  Stourbridge^  8  B.  &  C.  (15  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  96 ;  M'Gahey  v.  Alston,  2  M.  &  W.  206,  infra,  p.  538.  So  where  search 
has  been  made  in  the  parish  chest  of  the  binding  parish  for  the  indenture, 
which  had  been  proved  to  have  been  delivered  to  N,  Badger,  the  mother  of  the 
apprentice,  t»  be  delivered  to  the  overseer,  and  the  husband  being  dead,  his 
executor  was  called  to  negative  the  existence  of  any  such  instrument  among  his 
papers:  Rex  v.  Bromsgrove,  East.  T.  1828.  Where  the  indenture  was  proved 
to  have  been  delivered  by  a  parish  apprentice  to  his  master,  who  was  still 
living,  it  was  held  that  the  master's  declaration,  on  application  by  the  appren- 
tice at  the  end  of  the  term,  that  he  had  delivered  the  indenture  to  the  parish 
officer,  and  proof  that  a  fruitless  search  had  been  made  among  the  papers  of  the 
parish  for  the  indenture,  were  insufficient  to  let  in  parol  evidence  of  the  contents: 
R.  V.  Denio  Ink.,  7  B.  &  C.  (14  E.  C.  L.  R.)  620;  R,  v.  Castleton,  6  T.  R.  136, 
cited  by  Bayley,  J.,  as  directly  in  point ;  but  see  7  Q.  B.  (53  £.  C.  L.  R.)  642 ; 
and  see  Williams  v.  Younghushand^  1  Stark.  G.  (2  £.  C.  L.  R.)  139. 


SBARCH — IN    CASE    OF    LOSS.  534 

know  in  whose  possession  the  agreement  was,  and  no  inquiry  had  been 
made  after  it,  and  yet  it  appears  that  parol  evidence  was  held  to  be 
admissible;^  and  Buller,  J.,  observed,  that  if  it  had  been  in  proof 
that  the  executor  of  the  lessor  had  been  in  possession  of  the  instru- 
ment, it  might  have  varied  the  case.  After  the  expiration  of  the 
lease,  the  lessee,  the  pauper,  was  entitled  to  it  in  strictness,  but  he 
neither  had  it,  nor  knew  whether  it  existed  ;  and  it  was  then  nine 
years  after  its  expiration.^i  But  in  general  it  must  be  shown  that 
^inquiry  has  been  made  after  the  deed ;'  and,  as  appears  r^k 505-1 
above,  it  has  been  held  that  the  loss  of  it  must  be  proved  by 
the  person  in  whose  hands  it  was  at  the  time  of  the  loss,  or  to  whose 
custody  it  is  traced,'  if  that  person  be  living ;  and  if  he  be  dead, 
application  should  be  made  to  his  representative,  and  search  should 
be  made  amongst  the  documents  of  the  deceased. 

Where  the  witness  applying  to  the  vicar  for  the  register  of  bap- 

»  R.  V.  North  Bedbvm,  Cald.  462. 

^  Qu,f  whether,  inasmuch  as  the  document  had  been  proved  to  be  once  in  the 
possession  of  the  lessor,  who  had  refused  to  deliver  it  up,  a  presumption  did  not 
arise  that  it  was  in  the  hands  of  the  representative?  In  fact  no  inquiry  had 
been  made  after  the  deed,  and  there  was  no  proof  that  it  was  not  still  in  existence. 
In  Doe  dem.  Richards  v.  Lewis,  20  L.  J.,  C.  P.  177,  a  deed  conveying  property 
to  P.  and  B.J  as  trustees,  was  delivered  to  an  attorney  by  S,,  the  woman  who 
executed  it  clandestinely  before  her  intended  marriage,  with  directions  not  to 
give  it  up  to  any  one  save  herself  and  her  son  together.  He  afterwards  gave  it  up 
to  S.j  in  the  presence  of  her  son,  and  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  deed  had 
been  seen  since.  Search  had  been  made  for  it  on  ^.'s  premises;  P.  stated  that 
he  had  no  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  the  deed  till  a  short  time  before  the 
trial,  and  had  it  not ;  but  no  search  had  been  made  among  the  papers  of  B,, 
who  was  dead,  nor  any  inquiry  of  his  representative.  The  court  held  the  search 
insufficient,  and  Talfourd,  J.,  observed,  a  search  is  never  sufficient  unless  it 
negative  the  possession  of  the  deed  by  the  party  who,  by  law,  should  have  the 
custody  it. 

'  R,  V.  St  Sepulchre,  2  Bott.  482 ;  Cal.  547. 

*  R,  V.  CastUton,  6  T.  R.  236.  Where  policies  of  insurance  had  been  de- 
livered to  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  one  of  whom  was  since  dead,  proof  of  an 
application  to  the  solicitor  under  the  commission,  who  answered,  that  he  did 
not  know  what  was  become  of  them,  was  held  to  be  insufficient :  Williams  v. 
Younghushand,  1  Stark.  0.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  139.  But  where  an  assignment  of 
turnpike  tolls  had  been  executed  by  way  of  mortgage  to  K.,  in  an  action  by  KJ'b 
execntor  against  the  trustees  for  arrears  of  interest,  a  search  for  the  security  in 
the  office  of  JiT.'s  solicitor  where  his  papers  had  been  deposited,  except  some 
which  had  been  deposited  in  the  office  of  a  Master  in  Chancery  in  a  suit  against 
the  executor,  and  also  in  that  office  without  finding  it,  was  considered  sufficient 
evidence  of  its  loss  to  let  in  secondary  evidence :  and  it  was  held  that  entries  in 
the  mortgage  book  of  the  trustees  containing  the  names  of  the  creditors,  the 
amount  of  their  securities  and  the  interest  due  upon  them  was  such  evidence : 
Pardee^  JSx.,  v.  Pi-ice,  13  M.  &  W.  267. 
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tism  is  told  that  there  was  none  prior  to  a  particular  date,  the  vicar 
not  being  called,  his  declaration  is  not  evidence  of  the  loss  of  such 
register  so  as  to  let  in  secondary  evidence.* 
r*5361        *With  respect,  however,  to  the  nature  of  the  search  which 

should  be  made  for  a  document,  it  would  appear  that  no 
general  rule  exists ;  the  question  in  every  case  is,  whether  there  has 
been  evidence  enough  to  satisfy  the  court^  that  a  bond  fide  search 
was  made  for  the  instrument  where  it  was  likely  to  be  found ;  and 
that  the  omission  to  produce  it  does  not  arise  from  mere  carelessness, 
neglect,  or  fraud.  In  the  case  in  which  these  remarks  were  made, 
on  an  examination  before  removing  justices,  it  was  deposed,  that 
after  an  apprentice's  death  D.  had  possession  of  the  indenture  of 
apprenticeship,  and  had  stated  on  inquiry  that  she  had  given  it  to 
the  master  of  a  workhouse  in  which  she  was  an  inmate,  that  he  was 
dead,  and  his  widow  had  stated  that  she  had  searched  his  papers  but 
could  not  find  it,  and  had  given  up  all  parish  papers  to  the  assistant 
overseer ;  and  it  was  further  deposed  that  the  latter  stated  that  he 
had  examined  the  papers  but  did  not  recollect  seeing  the  indenture, 
and  had  handed  them  over  to  another  overseer,  who  said  that  he  had 
searched  them  but  could  not  find  it,  and  that  Z>.  having  died  since  the 
inquiry  made  of  her,  the  master  and  matron  of  the  workhouse  where 
she  died  said  no  papers  were  found  in  her  possession,  nor  could  the 
indenture  be  found  amongst  the  papers  left  by  the  attorney  who  pre- 
pared it  upon  inquiry  of  his  widow  and  search  by  her;  secondary 
evidence  was  held  by  the  court  to  have  been  properly  admitted.^ 

Where  the  purchaser  of  a  weekly  paper,  upon  an  indictment  for 
r*5S71    ^  ^^^^^i  swore  that  he  believed  that  the  original   *had  been 

destroyed,  it  was  held  to  be  sufficient  proof  to  let  in  second- 
ary evidence.*     Where  a  license  to  trade  with  an  enemy,  granted  by 

*  Walker  v.  Beauckamp,  6  C.  A  P.  (25  B.  C.  L.  R.)  552. 

"  The  question  as  to  the  adtnissibilitj  of  the  secondary  evidence  is  for  the 
court,  and  not  for  the  jury ;  and  in  this  respect  it  resembles  the  question  as  to 
whether  the  custody  from  which  an  ancient  document  is  produced  be  the  proper 
one :  Beg.  v.  Kenilworth,  7  Q.  B.  (53  E.  C.  L.  R.)  642 ;  Beea  v.  Walters,  3  M.  & 
W.  527,  531  :  Doe  v.  Keeling,  11  Q.  B.  (63  E.  C.  L.  R.)  884.  In  order  to  decide 
this  question  the  court  may  receive  answers  to  inquiries,  without  calling  all  the 
persons  of  whom  those  inquiries  were  made:  (Beg,  v.  KenUworth^  and  ante^  note 
(l) ;)  as  in  the  case  of  inquiries  after  an  attesting  witness,  see  ante,  p.  b\^,et9eq. 

'  Beg.  V.  Kenilworth,  7  Q.  B.  (53  E.  C.  L.  R.)  642. 

'  B.  y.  Johnson,  7  East  65,  infra,  note  (c).  It  may  be  presumed  that  an  use- 
less instrument  has  been  destroyed  ;  see  the  observations  of  Bailey,  J.,  in  B.  v. 
East  Farleigk,  6  D.  &  R.  (16  E.  C.  L.  R.)  153.  See  also  Kensington  ▼.  Inglis,  8 
East  273,  infra.  In  an  action  for  a  libel  in  a  newspaper,  called  the  Noncon- 
formist, published  by  the  defendant,  it  was  desired  to  prove  that  a  copy  had 
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a  governor  of  a  colony,  had  been  returned  after  being  used  to  the 
secretary  of  the  governor,  ^vho  swore  that  it  was  his  custom  to  put 
aside  such  licenses  amongst  the  waste  papers  in  the  office,  as  being  of 
no  further  use ;  that  he  supposed  that  he  had  disposed  of  the  license 
in  question  in  this  manner ;  and  that  he  had  searched  for  it,  but  did 
not  recollect  whether  he  had  found  it  or  not,  though  he  did  not  think 
that  he  had  found  it;  the  court  were  of  opinion  that  the  evidence 
satisfied  what  the  law  required  in  respect  of  search,  and  established 
with  reasonable  certainty  the  fact  of  the  license  being  lost.  It  was 
not,  the  court  observed,  to  be  expected  that  the  witness  should  be 
able  to  speak  with  more  confident  certainty  to  a  fact  to  which  his 
attention  was  not  particularly  drawn  at  the  time  on  account  of  any 
importance  supposed  to  belong  to  it.^  Where  a  loss  had  been  settled 
upon  a  policy  of  insurance  against  fire,  in  the  year  1813,  and  upon 
a  trial  in  1819,  the  plaintiff*,  in  an  action  for  libel,  charging  him  with 
having  made  fraudulent  claims  upon  the  insurance  company  with 
respect  to  such  loss,  called  their  agent,  who  stated  that  the  policy 
was  returned  to  him  after  the  fire,  and  that  he  had  it  in  his  posses- 
sion *then,  and  afterwards  when  the  plaintiff  made  a  larger  r^c 500-1 
insurance  with  the  company ;  that  upon  the  loss  having  beefk 
settled,  the  old  policy  became  an  useless  paper :  that  he  did  not  know 
what  had  become  of  it,  but  he  believed  he  had  returned  it  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  clerk  to  the  plaintiff's  attorney  then  proved  that 
within  a  few  days  of  the  trial  he  went  to  the  plaintiff's  house  to  search 
for  the  policy,  when  the  plaintiff  showed  every  drawer  where  he  usu- 
ally kept  his  papers,  that  he  examined  such  drawers,  and  every  other 
place  wherein  he  thought  it  likely  to  find  such  a  paper,  without  find- 
ing it.  Held,  that  it  was  sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  give 
secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  policy.* 

A  check  having  been  drawn  on  account  of  a  parish,  was  delivered 
to  the  paying  clerk  of  the  parish  ;  the  bankers  of  the  parish  on  the 
same  day  paid  a  sum  of  the  same  amount ;  the  course  was  to  return 

been  sent  to  a  publio  reading  room  in  the  plaintiff's  parish  to  which  there  were 
many  subscribers.  The  president  of  the  reading  room  stated  that  a  newspaper 
bearing  that  name  was  gratuitously  sent  to  the  room ;  that  from  the  glance  he 
had  of  it,  he  judged  that  it  contained  the  libel  complained  of;  that  it  remained 
tiiere  for  a  fortnight,  when  it  was  taken  away  as  he  supposed,  and  not  returned ; 
that  he  had  searched  the  room  for  it  and  believed  it  was  lost ;  and  this  evidence 
was  considered  sufficient  to  make  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents  admissible : 
QcUhercoU  v.  MiaU,  15  M.  &  W.  319. 

'  Kensington  v.  IngliSj  8  East  273. 

>  Brewster  v.  Sewdl,  3  B.  &  Aid.  (5  E.  C.  L.  R.)  296.  See  also  R.  v.  East  Far- 
leighf  6  D.  &  R.  (16  £.  C.  L.  R.)  147. 
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the  cancelled  check  to  the  paying  clerk  to  be  deposited  in  an  apart- 
ment of  the  workhouse.  The  paying  clerk  having  gone  out  of  office, 
application  had  been  made  (by  a  witness  called)  to  his  successor  for 
an  inspection  of  the  checks ;  he  handed  to  the  witness  several  bun- 
dles which  were  searched  unsuccessfully  for  the  check  in  question, 
and  it  was  held  that  secondary  evidence  was  admissible.* 
-^  Where  it  appeared  that  the  magistrate  who  took  the  *in- 

•-  J  formations  had  returned  them  t6  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  and 
the  clerk  to  the  latter,  stated  that  it  was  the  practice  where  bills  had 
been  ignored  to  throw  away  the  papers  as  useless,  and  that  after 
searching  the  information  could  not  be  found ;  it  was  held,  in  an 
action  for  a  malicious  prosecution,  that  this  was  sufficient  to  let  in 
secondary  evidence  of  their  contents,  without  calling  the  clerk  of 
the  peace  to  show  they  were  not  in  his  possession  :  for  if  the  informa- 
tions were  delivered  to  the  deputy,  they  were  delivered  to  him  as  the 
agent  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  and  not  for  his  own  purposes ;  it  was 
therefore  to  be  presumed  that  the  documents  were  not  among  his 
private  papers,  but  rather  among  those  in  the  custody  of  the  clerk  of 
the  peace.^  The  legal  custody  of  a  document  appointing  a  particular 
person  to  an  office,  such  as  overseer,  is  in  that  person  ;  for  he  is  the 
party  most  interested  in  the  instrument,  and  requires  its  production 
as  a  sanction  for  what  he  does  under  its  authority."*  A  presumption 
hence  arises  that  such  an  officer  has  the  custody  of  his  appointment, 
and  consequently  parol  evidence  cannot  be  given  of  such  an  appoint- 
ment without  proof  of  application  to  him.*^ 

*•  McGahey  v.  Alston^  2  M.  &  W.  206.  Where  the  warrant  to  the  officer  to 
Beize  under  2ifi,fa.  was  not  produced  nor  was  any  notice  given  to  produce  it, 
and  it  appeared  to  have  been  given  to  the  son  of  the  officer,  who  believed  he  had 
either  returned  it  to  his  father,  or  to  the  sheriff's  office,  and  the  officer  stated  that 
it  was  usual  to  deliver  it  to  the  auctioneer,  who  transmitted  it,  with  the  auction 
sheet,  to  the  Excise  Office,  through  the  district  supervisor,  and  proof  was  given 
of  search  made  by  the  auctioneer  among  his  own  papers,  and  at  the  sheriff's 
and  excise  offices,  but  the  supervisor  was  not  called,  nor  was  any  search  amongst 
his  papers  proved  ;  it  was  held,  that  sufficient  diligence  was  proved  to  let  in  se- 
condary evidence  of  the  warrant  to  connect  the  officer  with  the  warrant :  jlfi n- 
shuU  V.  Uoyd^  2  M.  &  W.  450. 

*  Freeman  v.  ArkeU,  2  B.  &  C.  (9  E.  C.  L.  R.)  494. 

^  Per  Lord  Ellenborough,  R,  v.  ^oke  Golding^  I  B.  &  Aid.  173.  In  replevin 
and  avowry  by  the  defendants,  as  overseers,  for  the  distress  of  poor's-rates,  evi- 
dence that  on  one  of  them  being  applied  to  for  his  appointment  he  said  he  had 
lost  it,  was  held  to  be  sufficient  to  let  in  secondary  evidence,  the  party  not  being 
capable  of  being  called :  Governors  of  Bristol  Poor  v.  Wait,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  591. 

'  1  B.  &  Aid.  173 ;  and  as  to  the  custody  of  a  sheriff's  warrant,  see  1  Stark. 
G.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  413.    Where  a  warrant  to  seize  for  borough  rates  had  been 
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♦Where  the  appointment  of  overseers  for  the  year  1802  p^f-^/.-. 
could  not  be  found  in  the  parish  chest,  and  search  had  been  ^ 
made  among  the  papers  of  -B.,  deceased,  who  had  acted  as  executor 
of  the  party  who  acted  as  overseer  for  that  year ;  it  was  held  to  be 
8u£Bcient  to  let  in  parol  evidence  of  the  contents  of  that  appoint- 
ment, as  being  of  a  single  overseer  for  that  year.* 

Where  the  production  of  the  instrument  is  on  legal  grounds  im- 
possible, the  effect  is  the  same  in  respect  of  secondary  evidence  as  if 
it  had  been  lost  or  destroyed.  As  where  it  is  in  a  foreign  country, 
from  whence  it  cannot  be  removed.'  So  if  the  instrument  on  grounds 
of  policy  cannot  be  read.'  So  if  a  party  objects  to  the  production 
of  a  deed  by  one  who  has  possession  as  his  trustee.^  ^ 

executed  by  the  high  constable,  who  said  he  had  no  doubt  that  he  had  deposited 
it  in  his  office,  jet  he  could  not  find  it,  and  did  not  know  where  it  was,  but  that 
the  town  clerk  also  had  access  to  his  office ;  secondary  evidence  of  it  was  ad- 
mitted :  Femley  v.  Worihingion,  1  M.  &  G.  (39  B.  C.  L.  R.)  491.  Where,  on  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  a  document  had  been  handed  up  to  the  judges,  and  could 
not  afterwards  be  found  ;  it  was  held  that  no  search  was  necessary  .to  be  made 
at  the  judge's  chambers,  as  it  was  to  be  presumed  to  have  been  returned  to  the 
party  producing  it:  Deacon  v.  Fuller^  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  74. 

•  R.  v..  WUhcrhy,  4  M.  &  Ry.  724. 

'  Alivon  V.  Furnival,  1  C,  M.  &  R.  277.  In  assumpsit  for  money  received, 
being  the  amount  of  a  bill  which  the  defendant  had  obtained,  and  paid  into  his 
bankers  ;  held,  that  the  bill  not  being  produced,  nor  any  account  of  it  given,  the 
banker's  clerk  could  not  be  asked  as  to  a  bill  paid  in  by  the  defendant,  answer- 
ing to  it  in  description,  and  credited  to  him ;  but  it  afterwards  appearing  that 
the  bill  was  in  Scotland,  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  so  the  plaintiff  could  not  com- 
pel the  production  of  it,  a  new  trial  was  granted  on  payment  of  costs :  Atkins  v. 
Owens,  4  Nev.  &  M.  (30  E.  C.  L,  R.)  123  j  and  2  Ad.  &  Ell.  (29  E.  C.  L.  R.)  35. 
But  see  R,  v.  Douglas,  1  Car.  &  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  670. 

<  Thus  if  a  document  be  in  the  hands  of  an  attorney,  and  out  of  regard  to  his 
client's  privilege  or  his  own  lien  it  cannot  be  read,  secondary  evidence  is  admissi- 
ble :•  MiUs  V.  Oddy,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  732 ;  Marston  v.  Downes,  1  Ad. 
k  Ell.  (28  E.  C.  L.  R.)  31 ;  Doe  dem,  Gilbert  v.  Ross,  7  M.  &  W.  102 ;  Hibbard 
V.  Knight,  2  Ex.  11 ;  Newton  v.  Chaplyn,  19  L,  J.,  C.  P.  374  ;  Lloyd  v.  Mostyn, 
10  M.  &  W.  478  ;  Higgs  v.  Taylor,  5  Car.  &  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  85.  In  Doe  v. 
Owen,  8  C.  &  P.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  110.  Lord  Abinger  expressed  an  opinion  that 
Mills  V.  Oddy,  was  not  law,  but  this  was  erroneous.  In  Doe  v.  Ross  it  was 
pointed  out  that  the  attorney  must  be  served  with  a  subpoena  duces  tecum;  and 
that  perhaps  it  may  be  necessary  to  show  that  the  client  also  objects  to  the  pro- 
duction of  the  document ;  but  the  objection  of  the  client  in  open  court  is  suffi- 
cient, though  he  has  been  served  with  only  a  subpoena,  and  not  a  subpoena  duces 
tecum:  Newton  v.  Chaplin,  19  L.  J.,  C.  P.  374. 

^  Where  the  defendant  called  a  party,  who  as  trustee  held  a  deed  of  composi- 

^  A  copy  of  a  deed  may  be  read  in  evidence,  upon  the  oath  of  a  party  that  he 
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*When  sufficient  evidence  has  been  given  of  the  loss  of 
»-  -I  the  deed  or  other  instrument,  of  which  the  Court  is  to  judge,* 
it  must  be  shown  that  the  instrument  existed  as  a  genuine  instru- 
ment ;^  that  it  was  written  on  stamped^  paper  or  parchment ;  and  in 
case  of  apprentice  deeds,  what  sum  was  paid  with  the  apprentice, 
and  that  the  deeds  bore  an  ad  valorem  stamp  ;'^  for  the  consciousness 
of  a  defect  of  this  nature  may  have  been  a  motive  for  concealing  or 
destroying  the  instrument."^  But  the  ^presumption  seems 
^         -'    to  be  that  an  instrument  not  found  after  reasonable  search 

tion  between  the  plaintiff  and  other  creditors  and  the  mother  of  the  defendant, 
but  the  defendant  was  no  party  to  it,  and  the  plaintiff  objected  to  its  being  pro- 
duced ;  it  was  held  that  secondary  evidence  might  be  given  of  its  contents  by  a 
party  who  had  made  an  extract  from  it ;  (per  Gumeyj  B.)  Cocks  v.  Ncuhj  6  C. 
&  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  154. 

'  Harva/  v.  Mitchell,  2  M.  &  Rob.  366 ;  see  R,  v.  Keniltoorth,  7  Q.  &  B.  (53  E. 
0.  L.  R.)  642,  supra,  p.  536,  n  (u). 

*  Goodier  v.  Lake,  1  Atk.  446 ;  R,  v.  Sir  T.  Culpepper,  Skinner  673.  But 
where  the  terms  of  a  license  required  that  the  time  of  sailing  should  be  en- 
dorsed thereon,  and  the  license  was  burnt  at  the  custom-house,  a  proper  endorse- 
ment was  presumed:  Butler  v.  AUnui,  \  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R)  222.  Where 
the  lessor  read  the  terms  of  a  demise  to  the  tenant,  who  did  not  sign  them,  nor 
were  they  shown  to  him,  parol  evidence  of  those  terms  was  admitted :  Trewhiti 
v.  Lambert,  10  A.  &  E.  (37  E.  C.  L.  R.)  470. 

'  Where  the  plaintiff  had  lost  his  part  of  an  agreement  under  seal,  afler  it 
had  been  duly  stamped,  and  the  defendant  upon  notice  produced  his  part  un- 
stamped, it  was  held  that  it  might  be  read  in  evidence :  Munn  v.  Godbold,  3 
Bing.  (11  E.  C.  L.  R.)  292.  See  further,  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Stamp;  and  see  also 
Oamons  v.  Sw\ft,  1  Taunt.  507. 

"  See  Goodier  v.  Lcike,  1  Atk.  446  ;  Burn,  J.,  tit.  Poor. 

"  Where  however,  a  party  in  possession  of  an  original  deed  or  other  instm- 

had  searched  the  clerk* s  office  and  all  other  places,  where  he  supposed  the  ori- 
ginal deed  might  probably  be  found  :  Ben  v.  Peete,  2  Rand.  539.  The  book  of  the 
judge  of  the  probate  court  may  be  given  in  evidence,  where  the  original  will  is 
proved  to  be  lost :  Jackson  v.  Lucett,  2  Gaines  363.  Where  a  deed  is  proved  to 
be  lost,  and  its  execution  established  by  a  subscribing  witness,  a  copy,  sworn  to 
have  been  made  out  by  a  clerk,  as  a  true  copy,  is  admissible  to  show  title  in  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  in  ejectment:  Morgan  v.  Marshall,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  316. 
An  ancient  record  of  a  deed  in  a  book  of  records  and  in  the  writing  of  the  town 
clerk,  though  not  signed  or  certified  by  him,  is  admissible ;  the  loss  of  the 
original  having  been  shown :  Booge  v.  Parsons,  2  V t.  456.  Copies  of  deeds,  made 
by  disinterested  persons  of  good  character,  and  under  circumstances  that  create 
no  imputation  of  fraud,  may  be  received  in  evidence  where  the  original  is 
proved  to  be  lost :  Allen  v.  Parish,  3  Hamm.  107.  On  diligent  search  secondary 
evidence  is  admissible:  BeU  v.  Young,  1  Grant  175;  Graff  y,  Pittsburg  S  Steu- 
benville  Railroad  Co.,  7  Oas.  489 ;  Booth  v.  Cook,  20  III.  129;  Kidder  v.  Blais- 
dell,  45  Me.  461 ;  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Taylor,  5  Min.  492. 
'  The  instrument  must  be  proved  to  have  been  duly  executed  with  the  formalities 
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made  has  been  duly  stamped.**  Its  execution  must  be  proved  accord- 
ing to  the  nature  of  the  instrument  \^  if  a  deed,  by  means  of  an  at- 
testing witness,  or  by  proof  of  his  handwriting,  if  he  be  dead,  or  that 
of  the  obligor,  if  the  deed  be  not  attested,  in  the  manner  already 
stated."! 

ment  withholds  it,  after  notice  to  produce,  it  may  tinder  the  circumstances  be 
presnmed  that  the  instrument  was  properly  stamped  :  Crisp  v.  Anderson^  1 
Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  35;  Valler  v.  Horsfall,  1  Camp.  C.  501 ;  Pooley  v. 
Goodwin^  4  Ad.  k  E.  (31  E.  C.  L.  R.)  94.  But  where  the  plaintiff  relied  on  an 
agreement  upon  the  deposit  of  some  goods  in  the  defendant's  possession  as  a 
security,  which  the  latter  refused  upon  notice  to  produce,  whereupon  a  witness 
produced  a  copy  of  it  which  he  had  kept,  hut  on  cross-examination  stated  that 
the  original  was  not  stamped  when  given  to  the  defendant,  and  it  appeared  the 
plantiflT's  attorney  had  had  an  inspection  of  it  shortly  hefore  the  trial,  and  he 
was  not  called,  the  court  held  that  the  presumption  of  its  heing  properly 
stamped,  might  arise  from  its  non-production,  was  rehutted,  and  the  copy  was 
properly  rejected :  Crawther  v.  Solomons,  6  C.  B.  (60  E.  C.  L.  R.)  758. 

•  Hart  V.  ffart^  1  Hare  1 ;  R,  v.  Long  Buckhy,  7  East  45  ;  Pooley  v.  Goodwin, 
4  Ad.  &  E.  (31  E.  C.  L.  R.)  94 ;  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  35. 

'  R.  V.  Culpepper  J  Skinner  673,  hy  Lord  Hardwicke,  C.  J. ;  Goodier  v.  Lake, 
1  Atk.  446.  Where  a  note  has  been  lost,  a  copy  is  not  evidence  unless  the  note 
be  proved  to  be  genuine.  An  endorsement  on  a  draft  deed  hy  one  of  the  de- 
fendants, who  was  a  clerk  in  the  solicitor's  office,  of  the  engrossment  of  a  deed, 
is  not  sufficient  evidence  of  execution  to  let  in  secondary  evidence :  Doe  v. 
White/oof,  8  C.  &  P.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  270. 

^  But  quaere,  whether  this  is  strictly  necessary,  as  it  is  now  well  settled  that 
there  are  no  degrees  of  secondary  evidence  :  Doe  v.  Ross,  7  M.  &  W.  102  ;  IToM 
V.  Ball,  3  M.  A  G.  (42  E.  C.  L.  R.)  242 ;  Brown  v.  Woodman,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E. 
C.  L.  R.)  206  ;  the  omission  to  produce  the  best  evidence  being  merely  matter 
of  observation.    In   Cook  v.   TansweU,  8  Taunt.  (4  E.  C.  L.  R.)  450  ;  Poole  v. 

required  by  law :  Kimball  v.  Morrill,  4  Greenl.  368  ;  Elmondorff  v.  Carmichael, 
3  Litt.  472 ;  Shrouders  v.  Harper,  1  Harring.  444 ;  Porter  v.  Wilson,  1  Harris 
641 ;  Stone  v.  Thomas,  2  Jones  209.  Afler  proof  of  the  loss  or  destruction  of 
a  deed,  its  execution  and  contents  are  to  be  established  by  the  subscribing  wit- 
nesses, if  they  can  be  had ;  otherwise  by  other  legitimate  testimony,  deolara 
tions  of  the  grantor,  &c. :  Chriffith  v.  Huston,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  385  ;  Kelsey  v. 
Hanmer,  18  Conn.  311  *,  Anderson  v.  Snow,  8  Ala.  504.  The  due  execution  of 
a  lost  deed,  thirty  years  old  may  be  presumed  :  Beall  v.  Dearing,  7  Ala.  124. 
In  the  case  of  a  lost  bond,  the  acknowledgment  of  the  obligor  that  he  executed 
it  is  held  sufficient  proof  without  producing  the  subscribing  witnesses  :  Maynor 
v.  Lewis,  2  Ga.  205.  Where  an  attorney  stated  that  a  letter  was  written  to  him 
by  the  plaintiff,  whicti  was  lost  and  the  contents  not  remembered  by  him, 
another  person,  to  whom  the  attorney  showed  the  letter,  is  competent  to  prove 
its  contents,  although  he  has  no  knowledge  of  the  handwriting.  The  identity 
of  the  letter  and  the  proof  of  its  contents  are  questions  for  the  jury  :  Curry  v. 
Robinson,  11  Ala.  266. 
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But  where  proof  of  the  execution  would  have  been  dispensed  with 
in  case  the  original  had  been  produced,  proof  of  execution  is  unne- 
cessary' where  the  deed  is  lost.  So  where  the  want  of  the  original  is 
occasioned  by  the  default  or  misconduct  of  the  adversary."^ 

After  proof  of  the  due  execution  of  the  original,  the  contents 
should  be  proved  by  means  of  a  counterpart,*  or  other  original,  if 
there  be  one,  it  being  an  established  rule  that  all  originals  must  be 
accounted  for  before  *secondary  evidence  can  be  given  of  any 
L  -I  one  ;*  no  evidence  of  a  mere  copy  is  admissible,  until  proof  has 
been  given  that  the  counterpart  cannot  be  produced,"  even  although 
such  counterpart  was  not  stamped.*  If  there  be  no  counterpart,  a  copy 
may  be  proved  in  evidence  by  any  witness  who  knows  that  it  is  a 
copy,  from  having  compared  it  with  the  original ;'  or  the  party  may 

Wdrreny  8  Ad.  &  £.  (35  £.  G.  L.  R.)  582 ;  where  an  attested  instrument  was  in 
the  possession  of  the  other  side,  it  was  held  unnecessary  to  call  the  attesting 
witness. 
'  Goodier  v.  Lake,  1  Atk.  446. 

*  The  counterpart  of  a  lease,  purporting  to  have  been  executed  by  the  lessee  of 
a  lease  granted  by  the  mortgagor  in  conjunction  with  the  mortgagee,  cannot  be 
read  against  one  who  claims  under  the  mortgagee,  without  some  evidence  that 
the  original  lease  which  has  been  lost  was  executed  by  the  mortgagee :  Doe  v. 
Trapaud,  I  Stark.  C.  (2  £.  G.  L.  R.)  281.  But  it  was  held,  that  proof  that  the 
original  lease  was  signed  by  the  mortgagee,  the  attesting  witness  not  being 
known,  would  be  sufficient  to  warrant  the  reading  of  the  counterpart:  Ibid. 

^PnichardY.  Symonds,  B.  N.  P.  254;  JR.  v.  Castleton,  6  T.  R.  236.  Per 
Parke,  B.,  in  Alivon  v.  Furnivcd,  1  C,  M.  &  R.  292  j  Brown  v.  Woodman^  6  C. 
&  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  206;  infra,  note  {g), 

»  R,  V.  Ca^tletonj  6  T.  R.  236 ;  Thurston  v.  Delahay,  Hereford  Ass.  417 ;  4  B. 
N.  P.  254,  setnble,  R.  v.  Kirby  Stephen,  B.  S.  C.  664;  Liebman  v.  PooUy,  1 
Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  167;  Doxon  v.  Uaigh,  1  Esp.  C.  409;  Alivon  v.  Fur- 
nival,  1  0. ,  M.  &  R.  292.  Where  there  are  several  parts  of  a  deed,  of  which 
one  is  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  who  has  notice  to  produce  it,  and  the 
others  are  inaccessible  to  the  plaintiff,  he  may  give  a  copy  in  evidence :  Doxon 
V.  Haigh,  1  Esp.  C.  409. 

*  Where  it  was  proved  that  there  were  two  parts  of  a  deed  on  which  the 
action  was  founded,  that  executed  by  the  defendant  being  lost,  it  was  held  that 
the  counterpart  executed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  not  the  draft,  was  the  next  best 
evidence,  and  admissible  in  evidence  as  an  authenticated  copy,  although  not 
stamped:  Munn  v.  Qodbold,  3  Bing.  (11  £.  C.  L.  R.)  292.  And  see  Villiers  v. 
Villiers,  2  Atk.  71 ;  and  B.  N.  P.  254.  But  whether  a  copy  or  other  secondary 
evidence  would  not  have  been  admissible  seems  to  be  at  least  questionable :  see 
Doe  V.  Wainwright,  5  Ad.  &  E.  (31  E.  C.  L.  R.)  523. 

»B.  N.  P.  254;  1  Keb.  117;  R.  v.  Kirby  Stephen,  B.  S.  C.  664;  Lloyd  v. 
Moslyn,  10  M.  &  W.  478,  infra,  note  (^) ;  Crawford  and  Lindsay  Peerage,  2  H. 
of  L.  Ca.  534.  An  entry  in  the  register  book  at  the  custom  house,  stating  that 
a  certificate  of  a  register  was  granted  on  an  affidavit  by  A.  that  he  was  an 
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produce  an  '^'abstract,  or  give  in  evidence  a  deed  executed  p^^. .-, 
by  the  adversary,  in  which  the  instrument  to  be  proved  is  *-  -^ 
recited  ;*  or  even  give  parol  evidence  of  the  contents  of  a  deed.^  It 
wa$  at  one  time  thought  that  the  party  who  could  not  produce  the 
original  document  was  bound  to  give  the  next  best  evidence  of  it ; 
but  it  seems  now  to  be  settled  that,  although  the  several  means  of 
proof  above  mentioned  have  different  degrees  of  force  as  evidence, 
their  admissibility  is  not  regulated  by  such  gradations.  With  refer- 
ence to  the  question  of  admissibility  there  are  no  degrees  of  secondary 
evidence ;  but  where  it  is  admissible  at  all,  even  parol  evidence  may 
be  received,  notwithstanding  an  attested  copy,  or  other  better 
secondary  evidence,  is  in  existence.**     It  has  been  said,  that  where 

owner^  is  not  secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  affidavit.  Some  person 
who  has  seen  and  knows  it  was  made  by  A.  must  be  called :  Teed  v.  Martin,  4 
Gamp.  90.  Where  one  writing  is  offered  as  secondary  evidence  of  the  contents 
of  another,  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  that  one  was  taken  from  the  other,  or 
that  they  have  been  collated ;  it  is  sufficient  if  both  were  copied  from  the  same 
draft,  by  a  person  who  believes  them  to  be  correct :  Medlicot  v.  JoyneVy  1  Mod. 
4.  But  as  to  a  copy  of  a  copy,  see  Eceringham  v.  Boundell,  2  M.  &  Kob.  38. 
A  machine  copy,  produced  by  the  person  who  made,  though  he  did  not  compare  it, 
is  admissible :  Simpson  v.  Thoreton,  2  M.  &  Kob.  433.  The  contents  of  a  tablet 
in  the  church  wore  admitted  without  producing  an  examined  copy:  Doe  d.  Coyle 
V.  CoyUy  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  359. 

•  SeeBurneti  v.  Lynch,  5  B.  &  C.  (11  E.  C.  L.  R.)  601 ;  Com.  Dig.,  tit.  Ev.  B. 
5 ;  Skipwiih  v.  Shirley,  1 1  Ves.  64.  Such  a  deed  would,  however,  seem  to  be 
original  evidence :  see  ante,  p.  506,  note  e» 

^  Sir  E,  Seymour^ 8  cane,  10  Mod.  8  ;  E,  v,  Motheringham^  6  T.  R.  556 ;  Cocks 
V.  Kash^  ante,  p.  541 ;  Brown  v.  fVoodman,  infra.  In  trover  against  the  sheriff 
by  assignees,  the  warrant  to  the  officer  having  been  lost,  parol  evidence  of  its 
contents  to  connect  the  officer  with  the  sheriff  was  held  to  be  admissible,  with- 
out calling  for  the  entry  in  the  book  at  the  sheriff's  office :  Moon  v.  Baphael,  7 
C.  &P.  (32E.  C.  L.  R.)  115. 

*  If  proof  can  be  given  of  a  complete  copy,  such  proof  is  no  doubt  preferable 
to^  mere  abstract,  and  it  was  once  doubted  whether  proof  of  an  abstract  was 
sufficient  where  a  copy  appeared  to  be  in  existence :  see  Doe  dem,  Eowlandson  v. 
Wainwright,  5  Ad.  &  £.  (31  E.  0.  L.  R.)  520;  Munn  v.  Godbolt,  3  Bing.  (HE. 
C.  L.  R.)  294.  The  general  rule,  however,  seems  now  to  be  settled,  that  the 
law  does  not  recognize  gradations  of  mere  secondary  evidence  after  all  in  the 
nature  of  original  evidence  has  been  accounted  for :  Doe  dem.  Gilbert  v.  Boss, 
7  M.  &  W.  102;  UaU  v.  Ball,  3  M.  &  G.  (42  E.  C.  L.  R.)  243 ;  Jeans  v.  Wheadon, 
2  M.  &  Rob.  486;  Doe  d,  Moore  v.  Williams,  Car.  &  M.  (41  E.  C.  L.  R.)  615; 
Broum  v.  Woodmati,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  206.  In  that  case  the  defendant 
having  given  the  plaintiff  notice  to  produce  a  letter,  of  which  he  (the  defendant) 
hod  kept  a  copy,  and  the  letter  not  being  produced,  it  was  held  that  he  might 
give  parol  evidence  of  its  contents,  and  that  he  was  not  bound  to  put  in  the 
copy.  The  principal  reason  for  this  seems  to  be  that  the  party  has  not  neces- 
sarily the  means  of  knowing  what  is  the  next  best  evidence. 
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possession  has  gone  along  with  a  deed  for  many  years,  the  original 
of  which  is  lost  or  destroyed,  an  old  copy  may  be  given  in 
*evidence,  without  proof  that  it  is  a  true  copy,  because  it 
^  ■■  may  be  impossible  to  give  better  evidence.*  Letters  patent 
creating  a  peerage  not  being  to  be  found,  entries  in  the  Lords* 
Journals  showing  the  limitations  of  the  barony  were  admitted  by  the 
House  on  a  claim  of  peerage."  And  an  examined  copy  of  the 
record  of  the  patent  produced  from  the  proper  oflBce,  was  admitted 
under  similar  circumstances,  on  a  claim  to  vote  at  elections  of  Irish 
peers,'  In  the  Slane  Peerage  case,  where  there  was  no  patent  of 
creation  or  enrolment  to  be  found,  and  the  contemporary  Lords' 
Journals  were  not  in  existence,  an  old  book  purporting  to  be  copied 
from  them  by  an  oflScer  of  the  House,  whose  duty  it  was  to  prepare 
lists  of  peers  present  and  absent,  was  received  as  evidence  of  the 
fact  of  a  peer  sitting  in  parliament.*^  The  registry  of  a  conveyance 
in  a  register  county  is  not  evidence,  unless  the  defendant  has  had 
notice  to  produce  the  conveyance,  or  it  is  lost.** 

♦After  proof  of  ineffectual  search  for  the  deed  of  endow- 

r*5461 

L         J    ment  of  a  vicarage,  a  chartulary  of  an  abbey  to  which  the 

rectory  formerly  belonged,  stating  the  particulars  of  endowment,  and 

found  in  the  possession  of  the  owner  of  the  abbey  lands,  is  admissible 

^  B.  N.  P.  254 ;  Style  253.  The  reason  that  it  may  be  impossible  to  give  bet- 
ter evidence  is  by  no  means  a  satisfactory  one ;  and  in  general  the  contingent 
impossibility  of  procuring  better  evidence  will  not  warrant  the  admission  of 
evidence  which  is  in  itself  otherwise  defective.  The  reception  of  evidence  from 
necessity  must  be  founded  on  a  general  necessity,  or  probability  of  the  failure  of 
all  other  and  superior  evidence  arising  out  of  the  nature  of  the  case ;  as  formerly 
in  the  instance  of  servants  and  agents.  Qu,y  whether  in  the  above  case  such  a 
copy  would  be  evidence,  without  some  proof  of  its  being  a  true  copy  of  a  lost 
original.  See  Bao.  Abr.,  Evid.  F.  And  where  possession  had  gone  with  the 
deed  (an  agreement  of  demise)  for  sixty  years,  and  the  deed  could  not  be  found 
in  the  muniment  room  of  the  plaintiff,  but  a  paper  purporting  to  be  an  attested 
copy  was  found  there,  both  the  attesting  witnesses  to  which  were  dead,  and  it 
was  proved  that  persons  of  the  names  of  the  attesting  witnesses  to  the  original 
were  also  dead  ;  Pollock,  C.  B.,  refused  to  admit  the  copy  in  evidence :  BHndltp 
V.  Woodhouse,  1  C.  &  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  647. 

•  Barony  of  Saye  and  Sele^  1  H.  of  L.  Cases  507. 

'  Lord  LaineshorougK' 8  case^  1  II.  of  L.  Cases  510. 

«  5  CI.  &  F.  24. 

^  Molton  V.  Harris,  2  Esp.  549.  An  examined  copy  of  the  registry  of  a  deed 
in  a  register  county,  is  admissible  as  secondary  evidence :  Doe  v.  Kilner^  2  Car. 
&  P.  (12  E.  C.  L.  R.)  289 ;  Collins  v.  Maule,  8  Car.  &  P.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  502 ; 
but  it  has  been  said  only  against  the  parties  to  it,  or  those  who  claim  under 
them :  Doe  d.  Loscombe  v.  Clifford,  2  Car.  &  K.  (61  E.  C.  L.  R.)  452. 
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as  secondary  evidence.*  In  Hhe  Fitzwalter  Peerage  ease  sl  p^-.-^ 
copy  of  a  will  produced  from  the  prerogative  oflSce  was  re-  *-  ■' 
ceived,  after  proof  that  search  had  been  made  for  the  original,  and 
that  the  practice  of  the  office,  at  the  date  of  the  will,  was  to  give  out 

*  Upon  the  trial  of  an  issue,  whether  a  particular  farm  in  the  parish  of  S.  N. 
was  discharged  of  tithes  on  payment  of  a  modus,  after  proof  of  an  ineffectual 
search  for  the  original  endowment  and  appropriation,  a  book  was  produced, 
said  to  be  an  old  ledger  or  chartulary  of  the  abbey  of  Glastonbury,  from  the 
muniment-room  of  the  Marquis  of  Bath  (the  owner  of  the  abbey  lands),  con- 
taining entries,  showing  that  at  the  time  of  those  entries  the  small  tithes  were 
assigned  to  the  vicar,  no  mention  being  made  of  any  money  modus ;  the  book 
contained  also  other  entries  relating  to  the  appropriation  of  the  rectory  and  en- 
dowment of  the  vicarage.    This  book  having  been  rejected  on  the  trial,  on  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial  its  admissibility  was  objected  to  on  two  grounds :  1st, 
that  it  had  not  been  shown  to  have  belonged  to  the  abbey  of  Glastonbury ;  and 
2d,  that  the  evidence  did  not  bear  upon  the  facts  in  issue.     But  upon  the  first 
objection,  the  court  was  of  opinion,  that  search  having  been  made  as  was 
admitted,  in  every  place  where  the  endowment  itself  might  be  expected  to  be 
found,  and  none  being  found,  a  copy  was  evidence.    That  such  a  book,  con- 
taining a  description  of  the  estates  of  an  abbey,  and  the  transactions  concern- 
ing them,  would  on  the  dissolution  of  the  abbey,  go  to  the  officers  of  the  Grown, 
and  from  them  to  the  grantees  under  the  Crown ;  and  consequently,  that  the 
only  possible  way  of  showing  the  connection  between  the  book  and  the  abbey 
was  by  proving  a  connection  between  the  possessor  and  the  Grown,  by  showing 
him  to  be  in  possession  of  lands  which  passed  from  the  abbey  to  the  Grown,  and 
from  the  Grown  to  the  grantee.    That  supposing  the  book  to  have  been  traced 
to  the  custody  of  the  abbot,  the  account  it  contained  of  the  particular  matters 
of  endowment  was  admissible,  the  endowment  itself  not  having  been  found 
after  such  in  the  natural  places  of  deposit :  BuUen  v.  Michell,  2  Price  399. 
Judgment  was  affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords,  4  Dow.  298.     Lord  Redesdale  in 
giving  his  judgment,  observed  that  as  the  original  instruments  would,  if  they 
could  have  been  produced,  have  been  admissible  in  evidence,  the  only  question 
was,  whether  the  entries  in  the  book  were  evidence  of  the  license  of  appropria- 
tion and  endowment.    That  they  were  admissible  as  the  next  best  evidence  that 
could  be  produced.     The  two  instruments  seemed,  he  said,  to  have  been  copied 
by  a  person  employed  for  the  purpose,  probably  one  of  the  monks,  and  deposited 
among  the  muniment«  of  the  abbey,  that  the  instruments  might  be  preserved. 
And  for  the  same  reason  it  might  be  presumed  that  they  were  faithful  copies  *, 
at  least  there  appeared  to  have  existed  no  motive  to  make  them  otherwise,  and 
they  were  found  in  a  situation  where  they  were  likely  to  be  kept.    See  also  13 
M.  &  W.  267 ;  and  ante,  p.  528.    A  copy  of  a  lost  decree  establishing  manorial 
customs  against  the  lord,  and  found  amongst  his  papers,  is  secondary  evidence 
of  the  decree  against  him,  for  its  place  of  deposit  shows  that  it  was  considered 
to  be  a  copy :  Price  v.  Wbodhoiise,  3  Ex.  616  ;  but  it  is  not  evidence  as  an  ad- 
mission of  the  facts.     So  an  office  copy  of  a  decree  produced  by  the  lord  as  evi- 
dence of  the  custom,  being  lost,  secondary  evidence  of  that  copy  was  admitted : 
Ibid. 

33 
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the  original  after  making  copies.^  And  in  the  same  case  an  old 
attested  copy  of  a  deed  of  settlement,  produced  from  the  proper  cus- 
tody, was  received  after  proof  of  unsuccessful  search  for  the  original, 
and  that  the  possession  of  the  estates  comprised  in  the  settlement 
went  with  the  copy. 

After  notice  to  the  plaintiff  to  produce  a  letter,  which  he  admitted 
to  have  received  from  the  defendant,  it  was  held,  that  an  entry  by  a 
deceased  clerk  in  a  letter-book,  professing  to  be  a  copy  of  a  letter 
from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  of  the  same  date,  was  admissible 
evidence  of  the  contents,  proof  having  been  given,  that  according  to 
the  course  of  business,  letters  of  business  written  by  the  plaintiff 
were  copied  by  this  clerk,  and  then  sent  off  by  the  post  ;^  and  Lord 
r*'i481  Ellenborough  observed,  that  if  such  *evidence  were  not  to  be 
admitted,  the  most  careful  merchant  would  be  unable  to 
prove  the  contents  of  a  letter  after  the  death  of  his  entering  clerk. 

In  proving  the  contents  of  a  letter,  it  is  not  necessary  to  call  the 
clerk  who  wrote  the  letter,  although  his  testimony  may  be  had.  It 
is  sufficient  to  prove  it  by  any  other  witness  who  recollects  the  con- 
tents ;  for  it  is  merely  contingent  whether  the  clerk  who  wrote  the 
document  would  recollect  its  contents  better  than  any  other  person.* 
Where  a  secretary  had  made  entries  of  the  licenses  granted  by  the 
governor  of  a  colony,  in  a  memorandum- book,  on  proof  of  loss  of  the 
license,  it  was  held  that  parol  evidence  might  be  given  of  the  con- 
tents without  producing  the  book,  and  that  if  the  book  were  to  be 
produced  it  could  not  be  read  in  evidence,  and  would  be  of  no  use 
except  to  refresh  the  memory  of  the  witness."" 

*  10  CI.  &  F.  946. 

*  Pritt  y.  Fair  dough,  3  Camp.  305 ;  in  this  case  Lord  Ellenboroagh  laid  stress 
upon  the  circumstance  that  the  defendant  had  admitted  the  receipt  of  the  letter, 
and  might  rebut  the  evidence  by  producing  the  original ;  but  even  if  there  bad 
been  no  such  admissions,  it  seems  that  the  evidence  would  have  been  admissible. 
So  the  copy  of  a  letter,  accompanied  with  a  memorandum,  in  the  handwriting 
of  a  deceased  clerk,  purporting  that  the  original  had  been  forwarded  by  him, 
was  admitted  as  eyidence,  upon  proof  that  this  was  his  usual  mode  of  trans- 
acting business :  Hagedorn  v.  JReid^  3  Camp.  370 ;  see  also  Boberts  v.  BradskaWy 
1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  28  j  Toosaj  v.  WiUiams,  Moo.  &  M,  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
129  -,  Lard  Melville' scase,  29  j  How.  St.  Tr.  734 ;  Sturge  v.  Buchanan,  10  A.  &  £. 
(37  E.  C.  L.  R.)  598 ;  and  ante,  p.  494. 

■  Leibman  v.  Poolq/,  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  167. 

^  Kensington  v.  Inglis,  8  East  273.  In  this  case  the  entry  in  the  memorandum- 
book  does  not  appear  to  have  been  a  copy  of  the  document  which  the  witness 
could  have  sworn  to  as  such,  but  merely  a  memorandum  of  the  fact  that  such  a 
license  had  been  granted. 
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Where  a  license  from  the  Crown  has  been  lost,  the  contents 
should  be  proved  by  the  registry  at  the  Secretary  of  State's  oflSce.** 

*In  the  case  of  Bullen  v.  Miehell^'^  it  was  held  then  an  old  r^PiAq-] 
ledger  or  chartulary  of  the  abbey  of  Glastonbury  was  admis- 
sible as  secondary  evidence  of  a  license  of  appropriation  and  of  the 
endowment  of  a  vicarage,  as  between  the  vicar  and  occupier  of  a 
farm,  upon  the  question  whether  the  farm  was  discharged  of  tithes 
on  payment  of  a  modus.      And  it  being  considered  that  the  book 

^  Rhind  v.  WilkvMon,  i2  Taunt.  237.  Or  rather  may  be  so  proved :  see  anU^ 
note  (c).  Upon  the  impeachment  of  Lord  Melville^  29  How.  St.  Tr.  714,  it  was 
proposed  to  prove  the  contents  of  a  letter  of  attorney,  under  which  it  was  al- 
leged that  Mr.  Douglas  had  been  directed  by  Lord  Melville  to  apply  to  the 
Treasury  for  moneys  from  time  to  time  as  his  paymaster ;  and  for  this  purpose 
the  managers  offered  in  evidence  an  entry  in  a  book  kept  in  the  Exchequer, 
which  book  contained  copies  of  all  the  letters  of  attorney  for  the  receipt  of 
money  at  the  Exchequer.  No  such  letter  had  been  found,  after  diligent  search, 
among  Mr.  Douglases  papers,  shortly  after  his  death,  but  it  was  proved  that  an 
official  order  had  been  made  out  for  Mr.  Douglas  to  receive  the  money  under  a 
letter  of  attorney ;  and  the  fact  of  Mr.  Douglases  appointment  as  paymaster  was 
proved  by  a  letter  in  Lord  Melville's  handwriting,  and  the  clerk  of  the  office 
proved  that  he  had  made  the  entry  from  an  official  letter  of  attorney.  After 
argument,  the  entry  was  rejected.  There  is  no  legal  proof  (said  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor)  of  Lord  Melville's  handwriting,  and  it  does  not  appear  whether  the  at- 
testing witnesses  are  living  or  dead ;  nor  does  it  appear  that  Mr.  Douglas  ever 
received  any  money  under  that  appointment.  For  these  reasons  it  was  deter- 
mined that  the  managers  had  not  entitled  themselves  to  read  the  paper.  Upon 
this  the  managers  proceeded  further,  and  tendered  in  evidence,  a  certificate 
signed  by  Mr.  Douglas  as  paymaster,  and  given  by  him  to  the  Navy-office, 
acknowledging  the  receipt  of  money  by  him  at  the  Exchequer.  The  managers 
then  produced  entries  in  the  bank  books,  signed  by  Lord  Melville  and  Mr. 
Douglas^  in  the  common  form  of  opening  an  account ;  and  afterwards  called  a 
witness,  whose  name  and  description  corresponded  with  the  name  and  descrip- 
tion of  one  of  the  attesting  witnesses  in  the  proposed  entry ;  and  this  witness 
stated  that  he  had  some  recollection,  though  very  slight  (for  the  entry  bore  date 
about  twenty-four  years  before  this  time),  of  providing  a  stamp  for  the  power 
of  attorney  from  Lord  MelviUe  to  Mr.  Douglas  and  of  attesting  it  at  the  Navy 
Pay-office.  Upon  this  evidence  the  Lord  Chancellor  declared  his  opinion  that 
the  entry  was  admissible,  and  the  Lords  allowed  it  to  be  read.  Where  a  sur- 
render of  a  copyhold  was  stated  to  have  been  made  by  power  of  attorney,  the 
eourt  roll,  stating  that  fact,  is  good  secondary  evidence  of  it :  Doe  dem,  Counsdl 
V.  CapertOTij  9  Car.  &  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  112.  In  the  Crawford  and  Lindsay 
Peerage  case,  2  H.  of  L.  Cases  547,  copies  of  the  Rotuli  Scoitas,  printed  by  the 
Record  Commissioners,  were  rejected,  because  it  was  not  shown  that  the  original 
roll  was  not  extant. 

P  2  Pri.  299;  supra,  note  (i).  So  in  WiUiams  v.  Wilcox,  8  A.  A  E.  (35  J!. 
C.  L.  R.)  314,  a  copy  of  a  grant  in  an  old  chartulary  was  admitted  as  secondary 
evidence. 
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under  the  circumstances  came  from  the  proper  repository,  it  was  held, 
P^rrA-|  that  *it  afforded  sufficient  secondary  evidence  to  prove  the 
two  instruments.  The  court  said  the  two  instruments  seem 
to  have  been  copied  by  a  person  employed  for  the  purpose,  probably 
one  of  the  monks,  and  deposited  among  the  muniments  of  the  abbey, 
because  it  was  important  for  the  interests  of  the  abbey  that  the  in- 
struments should  be  preserved. 

.Where  it  was  proved  that  the  house  of  a  party  in  whose  custody 
marriage  articles  ought  to  have  been,  had  been  occupied  and  pillaged 
by  rebels  and  foreign  troops,  and  that  after  diligent  search  amongst 
his  papers  they  could  not  be  found,  it  was  held  that  a  recital  of  them, 
in  a  case  submitted  to  counsel  at  the  time,  and  charged  for  and  en- 
tered as  paid  by  the  family  attorney,  was  admissible  as  secondary 
evidence.' 

Where  the  plaintiff,  on  being  called  upon  to  produce  a  grant  pro- 
duced an  ancient  parchment,  without  either  signatures  or  seals,  it 
was  held  to  have  been  rightly  received,  as  a  document  coming  out  of 
the  hands  of  the  opposite  party,  and  not  as  a  deed,  nor  as  evidence 
of  one.* 

Where  an  assignment  had  been  lost  before  it  had  been  entered  of 
record,  pursuant  to  the  6  Geo.  IV.,  c.  16,  s.  96,  it  was  held  that 
secondary  evidence  of  it  was  admissible.^ 

In  proving  an  examined  copy,  it  is  sufficient  to  prove  that  whilst 
one  read  the  original,  the  other  read  the  copy.' 

If  the  deed  or  other  instrument  be  in  the  possession  of  the  adver- 
sary in  a  civil,  or  of  the  defendant  in  a  criminal  case,  proof  must 
be  given  of  that  fact ;'  and  it  must  next  be  shown  that  the  adverse 
P^e;:i-i  party,  or  his  attorney,  has  *had  notice  to  produce  it.'  It 
has  been  said  that  this  rule  applies,  even  where  there  is  evi- 

'  Lord  Lorton  v.  Gore,  1  Dow,  N.  S.  190. 

*  Tyrwhii  y.  Wynnes  2  B.  &  Aid.  554.  It  was  held  to  be  entitled  to  but  little 
credit,  since  the  oels  of  enjoyment  had  been  inconsistent  with  it. 

*  Giles  V.  Smith,  1  C,  M.  &  R.  462. 

"  Rolfe  V.  Dart,  2  Taunt.  52.  But  see  Slane  Peerage  case,  5  Gl.  &  F.  24,  ante^ 
p.  271.  It  might  be  admissible  as  secondary  evidence  in  a  case  where  an  exam- 
ined copy  is  not  required. 

^  Where  it  was  sworn  that  the  original  lease  had  been  stolen  from  the  plain- 
tiff by  a  party,  at  the  instigation  of  the  defendant,  who  either  had  it,  or  knew 
where  it  was,  and  there  was  no  denial  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  the  Court 
made  a  rule  absolute,  in  order  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  give  secondary  evidence 
of  its  contents  :  Doe  dem.  Pearson  v.  Mies,  7  Bing.  (20  £.  C.  L.  R.)  724. 

'  R,  V.  Stoke  Golding,  1  B.  &  Aid.  173 ;  Knight  v.  Marquis  of  WcUarford,  4 
Y.  &  G.  284.    In  trover  for  goods,  against  a  carrier  who  set  up  a  general  lien, 


HOW  PROVED  BY  SECONDARY  EVIDENCE.      551 

dence  to  prove  the  destruction  of  the  instrument."  Proof  of  the 
delivery  of  a  paper  to  the  servant  of  the  defendant  without  calling 
the  servant,  was  in  a  criminal  case  held  to  be  insufficient  proof  of  the 
possession  of  the  paper  by  the  defendant.^  But  proof  that  a  deed 
came  into  the  hands  of  the  defendant's  brother,  under  whom  the  de- 
fendant claimed,  was  held  to  warrant  the  reading  of  a  copy,^  even 
although  the  defendant  had  sworn,  in  an  answer  in  Chancery,  that 
he  had  not  got  the  original.  Proof  of  this  kind  must  depend  much 
upon  the  circumstances  of  the  particular  case.**  The  fact  of  the  ad- 
versary's possession  may  be  proved  by  circumstances,  and  for  this 
purpose  the  particular  course  of  duty  and  office  is  admissible  to  raise 
a  presumption  of  such  possession.^  Presumptive  evidence  having 
been  given  *that  the  defendant  had  obtained  his  certificate  r^icc^Q-i 
under  a  commission  of  bankrupt,  it  was  presumed  that  it  was 
in  the  defendant's  possession.*  So  an  appointment  of  an  officer  as 
an  overseer  is  presumed  to  be  in  the  possession  of  the  officer.' 

evidence  offered  by  the  defendant,  that  bills  delivered  by  him  to  the  plaintiff 
contained  a  statement  that  all  goods  carried  by  the  defendant  were  to  be  subject 
to  such  lien,  was  rejected  without  a  notice  to  produce  the  bills :  Jones  v.  TarU- 
ton,  9  M.  &  W.  675 ;  Lawrence  v.  Clarke^  14  M.  &  W.  250.  Even  in  penal 
actions  and  criminal  proceedings,  notice  to  the  defendant's  attorney  is  suffi- 
cient: Cates  V.  Winter^  3  T.  R.  306 ;  B,  v.  Watson,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
129. 

'  Doe  V.  Morris,  3  Ad.  &  El.  (30  E.  C.  L.  R.)  46.  This  is  confined  to  the  case 
of  destruction  after  it  came  into  the  adversary's  possession,  for  he  might  dis- 
pute its  destruction  :  tamen  qucere,  Foster  v.  Pointer,  post,  note  (u.). 

*  E,  V.  Pearce,  Peake's  C.  75;   Gordon^ s  case,  1  Leach  300. 

*  Pritchard  v.  Symcmds,  Hereford  Ass.  1744;  B.  N.  P.  254. 
0  Baldney  v.  BUchie,  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  G.  L.  R.)  338. 

'  See  Hetherington  v.  Kemp,  4  Gamp.  193 ;  Hagedom  v.  Beid,  3  Gamp.  370 ; 
ToosG/  V.  Williams,  Moo.  &  M.  (22  £.  G.  L.  R.)  129.  The  defendant's  clerk 
produced  a  letter-book  containing  the  copy  of  a  letter  in  his  handwriting ;  the 
course  was,  for  the  clerk  to  copy  all  such  letters  (to  India),  which,  when  copied, 
were  delivered  to  the  defendant  to  be  sealed,  and  then  carried  by  the  witness  or 
another  clerk  to  the  India-house ;  there  was  no  particular  place  of  deposit  in 
the  office  for  the  letters  to  be  so  carried  ;  both  the  clerks  swore  that'they  always 
carried  the  letters  delivered  to  them  for  that  purpose,  but  neither  of  them  had 
any  recollection  of  the  particular  letter.  Lord  Tenterden,  with  great  reluctance, 
rejected  the  evidence,  observing,  that  the  practice  differed  from  that  in  most 
counting-houses ;  and  that,  if  the  duty  of  the  clerks  had  been  to  see  the  letters 
80  copied  carried  to  the  post-office,  it  might  have  been  done  (see  Bobb  v.  Starkey, 
2  Car.  &  K.  (61  E.  G.  L.  R.)  143  ;  Eastern  U,  B.  Company  v.  Symonds,  5  Ex. 
237),  but  that  there  was  something  else  to  be  done,  and  that  by  the  defendant. 

*  Henry  v.  Leigh,  3  Gamp.  G.  502. 

'  An  indenture  of  apprenticeship,  made  1797,  having  been  signed  only  by  one 
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Proof  that  a  letter  was  sent  to  a  party  purporting  to  enclose  a  bill, 
and  that  a  bill  answering  the  description  in  the  letter  was  shortly 
after  in  the  possession  of  that  party,  was  held  to  be  presumptive  evi- 
dence that  he  received  both  letter  and  bill.' 

Where  an  apprentice  deed  is  cancelled  by  the  master  on  payment 
of  money,  he  is  bound  to  deliver  the  indenture  up  to  the  apprentice.^ 
r*^^m  I^^^u™^!^^  relating  to  an  estate  *are  presumed  to  have  been 
delivered  to  an  assignee.^  The  fact  of  a  letter  having  been 
sent  to  a  deceased  party  several  years  before  her  death,  was  held  to 
be  insufficient  to  found  a  presumption  that  it  was  in  the  possession  of 
her  executrix.J 

A  party  after  notice  to  produce  a  document,  cannot  get  rid  of  it 
by  transferring  the  possession  of  the  instrument  to  another  person 
before  the  trial,  for  this  is  in  fraudem  legis,^ 

In  some  instances  it  is  sufficient  to  show  that  the  instrument  is  in 
the  actual  possession  of  one  who  is  in  privity  with  a  party,  for  then 
the  possession  of  the  one  is  in  law  the  possession  of  the  other. 
Where  the  action  was  brought  against  the  owner  for  goods  supplied 
for  the  use  of  the  vessel,  and  proof  was  given  that  the  order  for  the 

overseer  of  the  appellant  parish,  the  respondent  parish,  to  show  that  only  one 
had  been  appointed  in  that  year,  called  upon  the  appellants  to  produce  the 
original  appointment  (having  given  them  notice  to  produce  all  books  and  writ- 
ings relating  thereto) ;  one  book  only  was  produced,  and  that  was  not  for  the 
year  1797.  Held,  that  the  respondents  not  having  taken  any  means  to  procure 
the  testimony  of  the  overseer  himself  (who  must  be  presumed  to  have  the 
custody  of  the  original  appointment),  were  not  entitled  to  give  secondary  evi- 
dence of  its  contents  :  Rex  y.  Leicester,  1  B.  &  Aid.  173. 

«  Kieran  v.  Johnson,  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  109. 

^  E.  V.  ffarberton,  1  T.  R.  141. 

*  Goodiitle  v.  SaviUe,  16  East  91,  n. ;  Doe  dem.  Richards  v.  Lewis,  20  L.  J., 
C.  P.  171. 

'  Drew  V.  Dumhorough,  2  Car.  &  P.  (12  £.  C.  L.  R.)  198.  But  this  case  does 
not  seem  to  have  been  decided  with  a  view  to  the  question  of  the  admissibili^ 
of  secondary  evidence. 

^  Knight  v.  Martin,  1  Qow  (5  E.  C.  L.  R.)  26;  and  see  Leeds  v.  Cookj  4  Esp. 
G.  256,  and  infra,  p.  562.  But  where  notice  had  been  given  to  the  party,  and 
upon  a  second  trial  was  served  upon  the  attorney,  who  informed  the  party  serv- 
ing it  that  the  instrument  had  been  assigned  to  some  one  whom  he  did  not 
know,  without  his  privity  or  knowledge,  it  was  held  that  the  service  was  in- 
sufficient without  further  inquiry  from  the  defendant :  Ibid.  Where  a  party 
had  notice  to  produce  an  instrument,  and  did  not  say  he  had  not  got  it,  although 
in  fact  he  had  delivered  it  at  the  Stamp-office,  the  adversary  was  permitted 
to  give  secondary  evidence :  Sinclair  v.  Stephenson,  1  0.  &  P.  (12  £.  C.  L.  R) 
582.  And  see  Doe  dem,  Pearson  v.  Ries,  7  Bing.  (20  fi.  C.  L.  R.)  724 ;  supraj 
note  (x). 
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goods  vfBA  in  possession  of  the  captain,  it  was  held  that  the  proof  of 
possession  was  sufficient.^  So,  for  this  purpose,  posseBsion  by  the 
under-sheriif  is  possession  by  the  sheriff."*  Possession  by  the  banker 
of  the  party  is  possession  by  the  latter.** 

A  joint  notice  having  been  given  to  two  executors,  one   r4tcc4-i 
'''of  whom  has  suffered  judgment  by  default,  secondary  evi- 
dence is  admissible  of  a  receipt  proved  to  be  in  the  possession  of  the 
latter.* 

This  rule  is  inapplicable  where  the  party  to  the  suit  has  not  a 
right  to  retain  as  well  as  inspect  the  document,  as  where  it  is  not  in 
the  possession  of  a  party  in  the  cause,  but  of  a  stakeholder,  between 
him  and  a  third  person  ;^  nor  does  it  apply  where  the  party  to  the 
suit  justifies  under  another  who  has  possession  of  the  paper  in  an  in- 
dependent character.'i  But  the  fact  that  a  judge  has  made  an  order 
on  the  plaintiff,  to  admit  a  certain  document  to  be  a  true  copy  of  a 
letter  written  by  him  to  the  defendant,  will  not  enable  the  latter  to 
give  that  copy  in  evidence,  without  proof  that  the  plaintiff  has  the 
original  in  his  possession,  and  has  had  notice  to  produce  it.' 

The  question  whether  possession  of  a  document  by  the  opposite 
party  is  sufficiently  established  is  solely  for  the  judge,  and  that 
party  may  interpose  evidence  upon  that  question  to  show  that  he 
has  it  not,  which  will  not  entitle  the  other  side  to  any  reply  to  he 
jury.* 

»  BaMney  v.  Ritchie,  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  338. 

»  Taplin  y.  Atty,  Ry.  &  Moo.  (21  E.  0.  L.  R.)  164 ;  3  Ring.  (11  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
164. 

»  Partndge  v.  Coatea,  Ry.  &  M.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  166.  And  see  Sinclair  v. 
Stephensany  1  C.  &  P.  (12  E.  C.  L.  R.)  682j  Burton  v.  Pc^ne,  2  C.  &  P.  (12  E. 
C.  L.  R.)  520. 

•  BecktDia  V.  Bonner,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  682. 
P  Parry  v.  May,  1  M.  &  Rob.  279. 

*  Evans  v.  Sweet,  R.  &  M.  (21  E.  G.  L.  R.)  83  ;  and  see  Pritchard  v.  Symonds, 
B.  N.  P.  254 ;  B,  v.  Pearce,  Peake^s  G.  76.  Where  a  party  in  possession  of 
books,  &c.,  belonging  to  a  committee,  of  which  he  had  been  a  member,  had  them 
delivered  to  him  as  a  member  of  another  society,  which  had  subsequently  occu- 
pied the  same  ofiEice  ;  held  that  he  could  not  be  deemed  to  be  so  connected  with 
the  former  as  to  let  in  secondary  evidence  of  the  contents,  after  notice  to  ^e 
defendants,  his  former  coadjutors,  he  holding  them  in  a  new  character  (per  Tin- 
dall,  G.  J. ;  Whitford  v.  Tutin,  6  G.  &  P.  (25  E.  G.  L.  R.)  228  ;  s.  c,  10  Ring. 
(25  E.  G.  L.  R.)  395. 

'  Sharpe  v.  Lamb,  11  A.  &  E.  (39  E.  G.  L.  R.)  802. 

"  Harvey  v.  Mitchell,  2^.&  Rob.  366 ;  Smith  v.  Sleap,  1  Gar.  &  K.  (47  E.  G. 
L.  R.)  46.  As  to  what  is  sufficient  evidence,  see  Bobb  v.  Starkey,  2  Gar.  &  K. 
(61  £.  G.  L.  R.)  143.    Such  evidence,  too,  it  would  appear,  being  for  the  judge. 
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The  instrument  having  been  proved  to  be  in  the  possession  of 
the  adversary,  the  next  step  is  to  prove  the  notice  to  produce  it.^ 

ought  to  be  given  on  the  voir  dire;  Cleave  v.  Janes,  Hereford  Samm.  Ass.  1851, 
coram  Erie,  J. 

^  A  refusal  to  produce  books  or  papers  upon  notice  given  does  not  warrant  the 
presumption  that  if  produced  they  would  show  the  facts  to  be  as  alleged  by  the 
party  giving  notice ;  the  only  effect  is,  that  parol  evidence  of  their  contents  may 
be  given,  and  if  such  secondary  evidence  be  imperfect,  vague  and  uncertain  as  to 
dates,  sums,  &c.,  every  presumption  will  be  against  the  party  who  might  remove 
all  doubts  by  producing  the  higher  evidence :  lAfe  and  Fire  Ins.  Co,  v.  Mechanict* 
Ins.  Co.  J  7  Wend.  31.    Parol  evidence  of  the  contents  of  a  paper  required  to  be 
produced  on  the  trial  of  a  cause  cannot  be  given  until  its  genuineness  be  estab- 
lished by  proof,  but  if  a  paper  is  produced  on  notice,  such  proof  is  unnecessary : 
MePherson  v.  Eathbone,  7  Wend.  216.    Where  notice  before  suit  brought  is  the 
foundation  of  action,  parol  evidence  of  its  contents  cannot  be  given  until  all  proper 
measures  have  been  fruitlessly  taken  to  produce  it  *,  but  when  the  notice  relates 
merely  to  some  collateral  fact,  parol  evidence  of  its  contents  is  admissible: 
MeFadden  v.  Kingsbury,  11  Wend.  677.    Where  the  plaintiff  gave  notice  to  the 
defendant  to  produce  on  the  trial  an  original  paper  in  his  possession,  a  copy  of 
which  was  annexed  to  the  notice,  and  it  appeared  by  the  testimony  of  witnesses 
that  the  supposed  copy  materially  differed  in  one  particular  from  the  original : 
it  was  held,  that  notwithstanding  such  differences  the  notice  was  sufficient  to 
entitle  the  plaintiff  to  give  parol  evidence  of  the  original,  it  being  manifest  from 
all  the  circumstances  that  the  defendant  must  have  understood  what  paper  was 
intended  to  be  referred  to  in  the  notice:  Bogari  v.  Brovm,  5  Pick.  18.    But 
such  copy  annexed  to  the  notice  cannot  be  used  in  evidence  by  the  party  having 
the  original  in  possession ;  and  where  a  party  refuses  to  produce  an  original 
paper  in  his  possession,  and  thereupon  the  other  party  is  permitted  to  give 
parol  evidence  of  its  contents,  the  party  who  has  the  possession  of  the  paper 
will  not  be  permitted  to  contradict  such  evidence,  but  he  will  be  permitte4  to 
prove  that  no  such  paper  ever  existed,  for  the  purpose  of  rebutting  parol  evi- 
dence of  its  contents :  Ibid.    He  who  has  not  and  is  not  entitled  to  the  posses- 
sion of  a  deed  or  public  paper  cannot  be  compelled  to  produce  it :  Denton  v. 
Hillj  4  Hayw.  73.    Nor  can  a  copy  be  given  in  evidence  where  the  opposite 
party  has  produced  the  original  under  notice :  Dean  v.  Camahan,  7  Mart.  N. 
S.  258.    A  party  wishing  to  avail  himself  in  evidence  of  a  paper  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  attorney  of  his  adversary  must  give  notice  to  produce  it ;  he  cannot 
have  the  benefit  of  the  evidence  by  subpoenaing  the  attorney  to  produce  it  or 
compelling  him  to  testify,  if  it  was  delivered  to  him  by  his  client  as  supporting 
the  action  or  defence :  MePherson  v.  Rathbone,  7  Wend.  216  *,  Jackson  v.  Dentit- 
ion, 4  Wend.  558 ;  Lagen  v.  Patterson,  1  Blackf.  328.    A  notice  to  the  attorney 
of  a  defendant  to  produce  on  the  trial  a  certain  letter  written  by  the  plaintiff  io 
the  defendant  concerning  an  execution  which  was  produced  on  a  former  trial  in 
the  same  cause  and  *^  all  other  papers  in  your  custody  or  power  relating  to  the 
matters  in  controversy  in  this  cause,''  was  held  to  be  sufficiently  explicit  to 
apprise  the  attorney  that  the  execution  referred  to  in  such  letter  was  one  of  the 
papers  which  he  was  called  upon  and  expected  to  produce,  especially  when  it 
was  shown  that  on  such  former  trial  the  letter  and  execution  had  been  pro- 
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It  is  sufficient  to   prove  service  of  notice  to   *produce  a   r^itccc-i 

deed  or  other  instrument  either  on  the  party  or  his  attor- 

nejy  in  criminal  as  well  as  civil  cases.*    This  must  appear  to  be  a 

*  AUom^'General  v.  Le  Merchant,  2  T.  R.  201 ;  R.  v.  Watsauj  Ibid.  199 ; 
Catea  v.  Winter ,  3  T.  R.  306 ;  Triet  v.  Johnson,  1  M.  &  Rob.  259 ;  B.  v.  Eli- 
combe,  Ibid.  260.  The  notice,  it  seems,  ought  to  be  served  on  the  attorney  in  a 
cause,  if  there  be  one :  per  Gurney,  B.,  Houseman  v.  Roberts,  5  C.  &  P.  (24  E. 
C.  L.  R.)  394.  Where  the  attorney  has  been  changed,  a  notice  served  on  the 
first  attorney,  whilst  he  was  attorney,  is  sufficient :  Doe  v.  Martin,  1  M.  &  Rob. 
242.  It  IS  to  be  presumed  that  a  party  who  goes  abroad  leaves  with  his 
attorney,  who  is  to  conduct  the  trial,  all  necessary  papers :  Bryan  v.  Wagstaff, 
R.  &  M.  (21  £.  0.  L.  R.)  327  ;  and  perhaps  this  rule  ought  to  be  extended  to 
cases  of  parties  resident  in  England,  where  the  document  is  necessarily  con- 
nected with  the  cause,  or  the  transaction  in  question  :  in  Afflalo  v.  Fourdrinier, 
M.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  335 ;  f.  g.,  the  writ:  Oibhons  v.  PoweU,  9  Car.  &  P. 
(38  £.  C.  L.  R.)  634.  But  if  the  document  be  only  accidentally  connected  with 
it,  no  such  presumption  is  made  in  such  a  case  :  Atkins  v.  Meredith,  4  Dowl. 
658  ;  Latorence  v.  Clark,  14  M.»&  W.  250;  Byrne  v.  Harvey,  2  M.  &  Rob.  89; 
Holt  V.  Miers,  9  Car.  &  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  191.  It  is  for  the  judge  to  determine 
whether  the  papers  required  to  be  produced  were  so  necessarily  connected  with 
the  cause  as  to  render  it  probable  that  they  would  be  delivered  to  the  attorney  : 
per  Lord  Tenterden,  in  Vice  v.  Lady  Anson,  M.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  97.    Thus 

dnced  by  the  defendant's  attorney  himself,  who  must  have  known  that  it  was 
the  principal  paper  wanted :  Ibid.  Where  the  pleadings  in  the  case  gives  notice 
to  a  party  to  be  prepared  to  produce  a  particular  instrument  at  ihe  trial,  formal 
notice  is  not  necessary:  Hammond  v.  Hopping,  13  Wend.  505 ;  Utica  Bank  v. 
HiUard,  5  Cow.  419.  A  paper  produced  on  notice  to  the  adverse  party  must 
be  proved  by  him  Who  offers  it  in  like  manner  as  if  he  had  himself  produced  it, 
unless  the  person  producing  it  be  a  party  to  the  instrument  or  claim  a  benefi- 
cial interest  under  it :  Rhoades  v.  Selin,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  R.  715 ;  Williams  v. 
Keyser,  11  Fla.  234.  When  a  party  calls  for  the  account  of  his  opponent,  and 
on  its  being  produced  reads  it  to  the  jury,  it  may  generally  be  considered  as 
making  it  to  some  extent  evidence  ;  but  when  suit  is  brought  on  what  is  alleged 
to  be  the  balance  of  an  account  which  is  disputed,  or  where  the  defendant 
alleges  that  an  account  which  he  did  not  originally  object  to  from  ignorance  or 
mistake,  is  erroneous,  and  calls  for  it  expressly  to  disprove  some  of  the  items 
and  the  amount  charged  on  each  of  them,  and  gives  evidence  to  this  effect,  the 
fact  of  his  calling  for  it  to  disprove  it,  is  not  any  evidence  of  its  correctness : 
Graey  v.  Baity,  16  S.  &.  R.  126.  Where  notice  has  been  given  to  a  party  to 
produce  books  or  papers  on  the  trial  of  the  cause,  and  he  is  sworn,  and  states 
that  the  books  or  papers  required  are  not  in  his  possession,  he  cannot  be  ex- 
amined by  the  counsel  generally  as  to  the  merits  or  gist  of  the  cause.  The  case 
does  not  resemble  in  this  respect  that  of  a  bill  of  discovery  in  chancery  :  Wood 
V.  ConneU,  2  Whart.  542.  0. 

As  to  notice  to  produce :  Jefferson  v.  Contcay,  5  Barring.  16  ;  Cooper  v.  Granr 
berry,  33  Miss.  117 ;  Dean  v.  Border,  15  Tex.  298 ;  Famsvoorth  v.  Sharp,  5 
Sneed  615 ;  Cody  v.  Hough,  20  111.  43. 
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[*556]   reasonable  notice.*    A  notice  to  *produce  a  written  instra* 

in  an  action  against  partners,  the  defence  was  that  the  bill  had  been  accepted 
by  one  for  his  private  debt,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff.  Held,  that 
other  bills  accepted  by  that  partner,  and  paid,  were  not  so  connected  with  the 
subject  of  the  trial  as  to  render  a  notice  on  the  attorney  to  produce  them  (too 
late  for  him  to  obtain  them  for  his  client)  sufficient  to  let  in  secondary  evidence 
of  them  :  Afflago  v.  Fourdrinier,  M.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  334 ;  6  Bing.  (19  E. 
C.  L.  R.)  306. 

"  With  respect  to  documents  which  may  be  presumed  to  be  in  England,  it  has 
been  held,  where  the  trial  is  to  take  place  at  the  assizes,  if  the  party  and  his 
attorney,  or  either  of  them,  live  in  another  town,  a  notice  for  the  assizes  should 
in  general  be  served  before  the  commission-day :  lyisi  v.  Johnson^  1  M.  &  Rob. 
259.  Upon  an  indictment  for  arson,  when  the  commission-day  was  on  the  15th, 
notice  was  served  on  the  prisoner  in  gaol  on  the  18th,  and  the  trial  was  on  the 
20th,  the  notice  was  held  to  be  too  late :  R,  y.  Elieomhe^  5  C.  &  P.  (24  £.  G.  L. 
R.)  522.  Notice  to  a  prisoner  to  produce  a  deed  after  the  commencement  of  the 
assizes,  at  which  he  was  tried  for  felony,  was  held  to  be  insufficient :  B.  v.  Ha- 
iDorih,  York  Lent  Assizes  1830,  cor.  Parke,  J.  Notice  by  the  plaintiff  was  served 
on  Saturday,  in  Essex,  to  produce  a  deed  on  a  trial  at  the  assizes  which  com- 
menced on  the  following  Monday ;  the  attorney  went  to  London  and  fetched  the 
deed ;  a  notice  was  served  on  the  Monday  evening  to  produce  another  deed ;  the 
attorney  offered  to  procure  it,  if  the  plaintiff  would  pay  the  expense ;  no  offer 
of  payment  was  made.  The  trial  was  on  Thursday  *,  it  was  held,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  entitled  to  give  secondary  evidence  of  the  latter  deed  {Doe  v.  Spitty, 
3  B.  &  Ab.  (23  £.  G.  L.  R.)  182) ;  for  the  defendant  was  not  bound  to  permit 
the  deed  to  be  sent  by  coach,  the  plaintiff  refusing  to  pay  for  a  special  messen- 
ger. Service  on  the  attorney  at  the  assize  town  on  Monday  evening  to  procure 
a  book  which  was  both  actually  and  presumably  at  his  residence,  nineteen  miles 
off,  the  cause  being  tried  on  Wednesday,  is  not  sufficient :  HargUt  v.  FoihergiU^ 

5  G.  &  P.  (24  E.  G.  L.  R.)  303.  So  where  it  was  served  on  the  defendant's 
attorney  at  his  residence,'  twenty  miles  from  the  place  of  trial,  at  eight  in  the 
evening  before  the  trial,  and  the  defendant  resided  in  the  same  town  as  the 
attorney,  but  was  not  at  home  till  twelve  o*clock :  Howard  v.  WilliafiM^  9  M. 
k  W.  728.  A,  and  his  attorney  lived,  the  one  fourteen,  and  the  other  twenty 
miles,  from  the  assize  town.  At  noon  on  the  commission-day  the  attorney  was 
served  at  the  assize  town  with  notice  to  produce  a  paper.  The  trial  came  on 
next  morning.  In  fact  the  paper  was  then  at  the  assize  town,  in  the  possession 
of  if.,  a  former  attorney  for  the  defendant,  who  had  a  lien  on  it  as  such  at- 
torney, and  the  fact  that  he  had  it  was  mentioned  in  the  notice  to  produce.  It 
was  held  that  the  secondary  evidence  might  be  received :  R,  v.  Hawkins^  2  G. 

6  K.  (61  E.  G.  L.  R.)  823.  In  an  action  on  a  bond  tried  at  the  Flintshire  assizes, 
the  commission-day  was  the  27th ;  the  cause  was  tried  on  the  29th.  At  10  ▲.  m., 
on  the  28th,  notice  to  produce  the  bond  was  served  on  defendant's  attorney  at 
Mold,  in  the  defendant's  presence.  The  attorney  resided  in  London.  In  fact 
the  bond  was  in  the  possession  of  fT.,  who  was  the  defendant's  general  attorney, 
and  who  had  undertaken  to  produce  it,  if  bound  to  do  so.  Before  the  assiiea 
be  had  sent  the  bond  to  the  defendant's  attorney  in  the  action,  in  London,  for 
inspection  and  admission  under  a  judge's  order,  where  the  plaintiff's  attorney 
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ment  is  usually  in  writing,  but  it  *may,  it  seems,  be  by   [*557] 

had  copied  it.  At  the  trial  W,  had  the  bond  in  court,  but  objected  to  produce 
it  on  the  ground  of  privilege,  and  the  objection  was  allowed.  Held,  that  the 
notice  to  produce  was  sufficient,  and  that  the  copy  was  admissible :  Lloyd  v. 
Mosfyn,  10  M.  &  W.  478.  The  commission-day  being  on  Thursday,  notice  was 
served  on  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  who,  as  well  as  the  plaintiff,  lived  in  the  assize 
town,  to  produce  some  bills,  and  the  cause  was  tried  on  the  Monday.  This  was 
held  sufficient :  Firkin  v.  Edwards,  9  Gar.  &  P.  (38  £.  C.  L.  R.)  478. 

With  respect  to  town  causes,  service  of  notice  upon  the  wife  of  the  attorney 
of  the  defendant,  late  in  the  evening  of  the  night  before  the  trial  in  London, 
was  held  to  be  insufficient :  Doe  v.  Gui/y  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  283.  So  was 
the  service  at  seven  in  the  evening  of  the  day  before  the  trial,  at  the  office  of  the 
attorney,  who  had  then  left  his  office :  Sinu  v.  Kitchen,  5  Esp.  0.  46 ;  s.  p. 
Atkinson  v.  Carter,  2  Ch.  403  ;  Holt  v.  Miers,  9  Car.  &  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.R.)  191. 
But  in  Leaf  v.  Butt,  1  Car.  &  M.  (41  £.  C.  L.  R.)  451,  a  notice  served  on  the 
defendant's  attorney  in  the  Stran*d,  at  seven  o'clock  the  evening  before  the  trial, 
to  produce  a  letter  applying  for  payment  of  the  debt,  addressed  to  the  defend- 
ant, who  lived  in  the  Edgeware  Road,  was  held  sufficient  by  Alderson,  B., 
after  consulting  the  other  judges;  and  so  in  Meyricky.  Woods,  Ibid.  452,  a 
notice  to  produce  a  letter  demanding  compensation,  served  on  the  defendant  in 
Duke  street,  Manchester  Square,  and  his  attorney  in  Seymour  street,  Bryanston 
Square,  at  half-past  six  on  the  evening  before  the  trial,  was  held  by  the  same 
learned  judge  sufficient.  And  even  though  the  case  had  been  part  heard  and 
adjourned  till  the  next  day  at  10  o'clock  a.  m.,  a  notice  served  on  the  plaintiff's 
attorney,  before  nine  o'clock  in  the  evening,  to  produce  a  letter  from  the  defend- 
ant to  the  plaintiff,  was  held  to  be  in  time  :  Sturm  v.  Jaffi/er,  2  Car.  &  K.  (61 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  442.  So,  in  Gihh<yns  v.  Fowell,  9  Car.  &  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  634, 
a  notice  served  on  defendant's  attorney  at  half-past  seven  the  night  before  to 
produce  the  wrif  Where,  however,  under  the  circumstances,  it  cannot  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  document  (e.  g.  a  tradesman's  book)  is  in  the  possession  of  the 
attorney,  notice  to  the  attorney  on  the  preceding  evening  is  insufficient,  although 
the  client  reside  in  London :  Atkins  v.  Meredith,  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  639.  So,  in  an 
action  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  to  which  there  was  a  plea  of  fraud  and  covin, 
notice  by  the  defendant  to  produce  the  bill,  left  in  the  letter-box  of  the  office  of 
the  plaintiff^s  attorney  at  half-past  eight  in  the  evening,  before  the  cause  was 
tried,  the  office  and  the  plaintiff  being  both  in  London,  was  held  to  be  too  late  : 
Lawrence  v.  Clarke,  14  M.  &  W.  250.  It  was  also  held  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  bound  to  produce  it  without  notice  :  Ibid.  So,  where  notice  was  given  to 
produce  a  letter  not  obviously  connected  with  the  cause  ;  and  the  service  was 
too  late  to  enable  the  attorney  to  communicate  with  his  client,  secondary  evi- 
dence was  rejected :  Byrne  v.  Harvey,  2  M.  &  Rob.  89.  If  the  document  be 
abroad,  notice  should  be  given  in  sufficient  time  to  enable  the  party  to  procure 
it ;  thus,  a  notice  served  on  a  partner  in  a  firm  carrying  on  business  in  India, 
who  had  no  place  of  business  in  London,  to  produce  a  letter  relating  to  the 
partnership  business,  served  in  London  on  3d  February,  the  trial  being  at  the 
Spring  Assizes,  was  held  insufficient  to  entitle  a  party  to  produce  secondary 
evidence :  Ehrensperger  v.  Anderson,  3  Ex.  148.  But  in  Drabble  v.  Donner, 
Ry.  &  M.  (21  £.  C.  L.  R.)  47,  a  notice  to  produce  letters  written  to  the  defend- 
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r*5581  P*^^^  '*  *^^  *'^®^  ^*  ™*y  ^^  proved  *bj  any  witness  who 
heard  the  notice  given.^  The  usual  course  is,  as  well  in  the 
case  of  notices  to  produce  documents  upon  the  trial,  a^  in  giving 
notice  to  quit,  or  notice  of  the  dishonor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  to 
make  out  duplicate  notices,  and  the  witness  who  serves  one  compares 
them  with  each  other,  and  upon  the  trial  proves  their  correspondence, 
and  the  delivery  of  one  of  them  to  the  attorney  of  the  opposite  party." 
It  is  a  general  rule  that  proof  of  notice  to  produce  a  notice  is  not 
requisite;  if  it  were,  the  necessity  would  extend  in  infinitum^  as 
each  additional  notice  to  produce  the  preceding  would  require  the 
same  proof/  But  the  case  is  different,  where  the  notice  has  been 
given  to  a  third  person,  and  would  not  therefore  be  in  the  possession 
r*5591  ^^  ^^®  *party,**  or  where  the  notice  has  been  given  to  the 
party,  but  the  nature  of  the  issue  is  not  such  that  the  de- 
fendant must  know  that  the  plaintiff  will  give  secondary  evidence, 
unless  the  defendant  produces  it/ 

ant  (a  foreigner)  ten  years  before,  at  his  residence  abroad,  served  on  the  lOth, 
for  the  trial  on  the  14th,  was  held  sufficient ;  the  defendant  having  come  to  Eng- 
land eight  months  before,  where  he  had  remained  ever  since.  So  in  Sturge  v. 
Buchanan^  10  Ad.  &  E.  (37  E.  C.  L.  R.][  598,  a  notice  four  days  before  the  trial 
to  produce  letters  written  by  the  defendant  to  his  partner  in  Australia,  was  held 
good,  long-pending  litigation  between  the  parties  having  rendered  it  probable 
that  they  must  have  been  transmitted  to  this  country.  A  statement,  however, 
by  the  party  served,  that  the  paper  is  not  in  existence,  does  away  with  all 
objection  as  to  insufficient  notice :  Foster  y.  Pointer^  9  Car.  &  P.  (38  £.  C.  L.R.) 
718. 

*  Smith  v.  Toungf  1  Camp.  440.  If  both  a  written  and  oral  notice  have  been 
given,  proof  of  either  will  suffice  :  Ibid. 

y  Sturiees  v.  Hubbard,  4  Esp.  C.  203. 

■  Jory  V.  Orchard,  2  B.  &  P.  41.  See  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Notice.  Where  a  great 
number  of  impressions  are  printed  at  the  same  time,  they  are  in  the  nature  of 
duplicate  originals.  See  E,  v.  Watson,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  £.  C.  L.  R.)  129 ;  where 
it  was  held  that  a  number  of  copies  of  a  placard  having  been  printed  by  order 
of  the  prisoner,  who  had  taken  away  twenty-five  of  them  from  the  printers,  one 
of  the  remainder  might  be  read  without  giving  notice  to  the  prisoner  to  produce 
the  twenty-five.    And  see  R.  v.  Pearce,  Peake's  C.  75. 

*  Kine  v.  Beaumont,  3  B.  &  B.  (7  E.  C.  L.  R.)  288 ;  Colling  v.  Treweek,  6  B. 
&  C.  (13  E.  C.  L.  R.)  398 ;  Swaine  v.  Lewes,  2  C,  M.  &  R.  261 ;  Doe  dem.  Flem- 
ing V.  Somerton,  7  Q.  B.  (53  E.  C.  L.  R.)  58.    See  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Notice. 

*  Grove  v.  Ware,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  714 ;  Robinson  v.  Brown,  3  C.  B. 
(54  E.  C.  L.  R.)  754. 

"  Ibid. ;  Lanauze  v.  Palmer,  M.  &  M.  (22  £.  C.  L.  R.)  31.  In  this  case  the 
plaintiff  in  an  action  on  a  bill  sought  to  give  evidence  of  notices  of  dishonor  of 
other  bills,  sent  to  the  defendant  in  order  to  show  he  was  aware  of  their  ex- 
istence, and  that  the  endorsement  of  the  bill  in  question,  which  was  similarly 
endorsed,  was  not  a  forgery. 
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The  notice  will  be  insufficient  if  it  be  entitled  in  a  wrong  cause. 
In  an  action  by  the  plaintiffs  A.  and  B.j  assignees  of  0.  (a  bank- 
rupt) v.  U.y  a  notice  to  produce  a  document  was  entitled  A.  and  B, 
assignees  of  C.  and  D.  v.  J?.,  and  this  was  held  to  be  insufficient, 
although  A.  and  B.  were  in  fact  the  assignees  of  0,  and  D.  under  a 
joint  commission.^  But  if,  though  inaccurate,  it  could  not  have  been 
misunderstood,  it  will  be  sufficient.*  The  notice  should  also  afford 
sufficient  information  as  to  what  is  reallj  required,  and  not  be  too 
vague  and  general.' 

♦Where  a  document  is  produced  in  consequence  of  notice,  r^cgA-i 
and  part  is  read,  the  party  who  produces  it  is,  in  general,  en- 

*  Harvey  and  others  v.  Morgan^  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L,  R.)  17 ;  cor.  Lord 
Ellenborough ;  and  afterwards  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  on  motion  for  a 
new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  notice  was  sufiEicient,  and  that  secondary  evi- 
dence ought  to  have  been  admitted. 

•  Bittleston  v.  Cooper^  14  M.  &  W.  399 ;  Lawrence  v.  Clarke,  14  M.  &  W.  250, 
where  it  was  entitled  in  the  wrong  court. 

'  In  an  action  for  work  and  labor  done  as  a  singer,  notice  had  been  given  to 
the  defendant  to  produce  all  letters,  papers,  books,  receipts,  vouchers,  memo- 
randums, and  all  other  documents  written  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  or 
by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  or  otherwise ;  and  it  was  held  to  be  sufficient 
to  warrant  parol  evidence  of  a  memorandum,  signed  by  the  defendant  and  de- 
livered to  a  witness,  and  afterwards  re-delivered  to  the  defendant,  stating  the 
terms  of  engagement :  Jones  v.  Hilton^  Lancaster  Spring  Ass.  1825,  cor,  Holroyd, 
J.  Notice  to  produce  ^* letters  and  copies  of  letters,  also  all  books  relating  to* 
this  cause,"  was  held  to  be  too  general,  and  insufficient  to  let  in  secondary  evi- 
dence of  the  contents  of  letters :  Jones  v.  Edwards,  1  M'Clel.  k  Y.  139.  So  a 
notice  to  produce  "  all  letters,  papers  and  documents  touching  and  concerning 
the  bill  of  exchange  mentioned  in  the  declaration,"  is  too  general,  not  pointing 
out  the  particular  letter  required:  France  v.  iMcy,  R.  &  M.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  341. 
But  a  general  notice  to  produce  all  letters  written  by  the  said  plaintiff  to  the 
said  defendant  relating  to  the  matter,  in  dispute,  was  held  sufficient  to  let  in 
secondary  evidence  of  a  particular  letter,  althoagh  the  date  was  not  specified, 
because  the  notice  did  specify  the  names  of  the  parties  by  and  to  whom  the  let- 
ters were  addressed :  Jacob  v.  Lee,  2  M.  &  Rob.  33.  Notice  served  by  the  de- 
fendant on  the  plaintiff  to  produce  "all  letters  written  to  and  received  by  you 
between  the  years  1837  and  1841  from  the  defendant,  or  any  person  on  his 
behalf,"  was  held  sufficient  without  specifying  the  dates  of  particular  letters : 
Morris  v.  Hannen,  Gar.  &  M.  (41  E.  0.  L.  R.)  29 ;  Morris  v.  Hauser,  2  M.  & 
Rob.  392,  s.  0.  In  Rogers  v.  Custance,  2  M.  &  Rob.  179,  where  a  number  of 
small  accounts  of  the  work  had  been  delivered  from  time  to  time,  the  court  held 
that  a  notice  to  produce  "all  books,  extracts,  letters,  accounts  and  copies  of 
letters  and  accounts,  papers  and  writings,  relating  to  the  matters  in  question  in 
the  cause,"  was  sufficient  to  let  in  secondary  evidence  of  one  of  the  accounts, 
observing  that  much  must  depend  on  the  particular  circumstances  of  each  case ; 
and  the  question  was  whether  the  party  must  have  been  aware  that  this  account 
was  required. 
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titled  to  have  the  whole  read ;'  but  where  notice  waa  given  to  produce 
a  letter  which  expressed  that  it  covered  several  enclosures,  but  without 
referring  to  them  particularly,  it  was  held  that  the  party  producing 
the  letter  was  not  entitled  to  have  the  enclosures  read.^ 

It  is  to  be  observed,  that  notice  to  produce  a  document  in  the 
bands  of  an  adversary  does  not  make  it  evidence  for  him,  unless  the 
instrument  be  called  for,*  although  the  omission  to  call  for  it  after 
r't'^f)11  ^^^^^^  ^^7  TBJse  a  presumption  unfavorable  to  the  party 
who  gave  the  notice.^  *But  if  the  party  giving  notice  call 
for  it,  and  inspect  it,  he  makes  it  evidence,  although  he  does  not 
read  it.* 

It  is  also  a  general  rule  that  a  defendant,  although  he  has  given 
notice  to  his  adversary  to  produce  a  particular  document,  cannot  in- 
sist upon  the  production,  or  give  parol  evidence  of  the  contents,  until 
the  plaintiff's  case  has  been  closed."" 

The  reason  for  giving  notice,  and  the  necessity  for  giving  it,  cease 
when  from  the  very  nature  of  the  suit  or  prosecution,  the  party  must 
know  that  he  is  charged  with  the  possession  of  the  instrument.  Con- 
sequently, in  an  action  of  trover  for  a  bond  or  note,  parol  evidence 
of  the  instrument  may  be  given,  although  no  previous  notice  to  pro- 

*  Infra,  pp.  579,  580.    But  see  ante,  p.  235. 

^  Johnson  v.  Gilson,  4  Esp.  C.  21 ;  Sturge  v.  Buchanan,  10  Ad.  &  £.  (37  £.  C. 
L.  R.)  598.  And  where  a  shop-book  was  produced,  in  pursaance  of  notice,  it 
was  held  that  the  party  who  produced  it  was  not  entitled  to  read  other  entries 
in  the  book,  which  had  no  reference  to  those  which  had  been  read  by  the  adver- 
sary:  Whitfield  V.  Aland,  2  Car.  &  K.  (61  E.  C.  L.  R.)  1015. 

^  Sa^er  v.  Kitchen,  1  Esp.  C.  210.  Nor  even  although  called  for,  unless  it  be 
inspected  or  otherwise  used.     See  infra, 

^  Per  Lord  Kenyon,  Ibid.  In  general,  however,  there  is  little  to  presume  In 
such  a  case ;  it  is  usual  in  practice  to  give  a  general  notice  to  produce  books,  Ac, 
but  it  would  be  impolitic  to  call  for  them,  unless  something  were  known  as  to 
their  contents. 

>  Wharam  v.  Routledge,  5  Esp.  C.  235 ;  Calvert  v.  Flower,  7  C.  A  P.  (32  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  386.    But  see  Wilson  v.  Bowie,  1  C.  &  P.  (12  E.  C.  L.  R.)  8. 

™  Graham  v.  Dyster,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  23 ;  Sideways  v.  Dyson,  Ibid. 
49.  On  the  cross-examination  of  one  of  the  plaintiff's  witnesses,  the  defendant's 
counsel  required  the  production  of  the  plaintiff's  books,  notice  having  been 
given  for  that  purpose.  The  plaintiff  refused  to  produce  them  in  that  stage  of 
the  business,  before  the  defendant  had  gone  into  his  case.  The  defendant's 
counsel  then  proposed  to  give  parol  evidence  of  the  entries ;  but  Lord  Ellen- 
borough  said  that,  in  strictness,  the  evidence  could  not  be  anticipated,  although 
it  was  rigorous  to  insist  upon  the  rule,  and  a  close  adherence  to  it  might  be 
productive  of  inconvenience. 
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duce  it  be  proved  ;**  and  in  a  prosecution  for  stealing  *8uch  r^Kgon 
an  instrument,  the  same  rule  applies.^  So  also  in  trials  for 
treason,  where  the  prisoner  has  been  proved  to  be  in  possession  of 
the  original  document  containing  the  treasonable  matter.'^  In  an 
action  for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage,  it  appeared  that  a  witness 
who  had  been  served  with  a  subpcena  duce»  tecum  to  produce  a  letter 
written  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  witness,  had,  since  the  commencement 
of  the  action,  delivered  it  to  the  plaintiff;  and  although  no  notice 
had  been  given  to  produce  it.  Lord  Ellenborough  admitted  evidence 
of  the  contents,  since  the  document  belonged  to  the  witness,  and  had 
been  subtracted  in  fraud  of  the  subpoena ;  it  was  therefore  admissi- 
ble as  in  odium  spoliatoris."^  Where  proof  had '  been  given  that  a 
conspirator  in  a  case  of  high  treason,  had  procured  the  possession 

■  Scott  V.  Jones,  4  Taunt.  865 ;  How  v.  Ball,  14  East  274 ;  JoUei/  v.  Taylor,  1 
Camp.  143  ;  Butcher  v.  Jarratt,  3  Bos.  &  Pull.  143 ;  Wood  v.  Strickland,  2  Mer. 
461 ;  Whitehead  v.  Scott,  1  M.  &  Rob.  2;  Colling  v.  Treweek,  6  B.  &  C.  (13  E. 
C.  L.  R.)  398.  But  in  an  action  on  a  check,  with  a  plea  that  it  was  won  by 
{laying  at  an  unlawful  game,  the  defendant  cannot  give  secondary  evidence  of 
it  without  notice  to  produce  it:  Bead  v.  Gamble,  10  Ad.  &  E.  (37  E.  G.  L.  R.) 
597.  A  plea  to  an  action  by  the  drawer  of  a  bill  against  the  acceptor,  that  he 
accepted  in  part  payment  of  a  debt  owing  by  him  to  the  plaintiff  to  induce  him 
to  prove  his  debt  under  a  fiat  against  the  defendant,  which  acceptance  in  part 
payment  of  such  debt  is  denied  in  the  replication,  does  not  give  the  plaintiff 
such  notice  that  the  bill  will  be  called  for  as  to  dispense  with  notice  to  produce : 
Goodered^  v.  Armour,  3  Q.  B.  (43  £.  0.  L.  R.)  956.  Neither  does  a  plea  that 
the  defendant's  acceptance  was  obtained  by  fraud :  Lawrence  v.  Clarke,  14  M. 
k  W.  250.  Where  usury  is  stated  to  have  been  committed  in  discounting  the 
bill  upon  which  the  action  is  brought,  and  another  bill  in  one  undivided  trans- 
action, no  parol  evidence  is  admissible  as  to  the  contents  of  the  latter,  unless 
notice  has  been  given  to  produce  it :  Hattam  v.  Withers,  1  Esp.  C.  259 ;  coram 
Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J.,  1795.  In  equity  each  party  knows  previously  what 
evidence  has  been  given,  and  therefore  there  is  not  the  same  necessity  for 
notice. 

*  R,  V.  Aickles,  1  Leach  C.  391.  So  on  an  indictment  for  forging  a  bill  of 
exchange,  which  the  prisoner  had  swallowed :  E.  v.  Sprague,  cor,  Buller,  J.,  on 
the  Northern  circuit,  cited  by  Lord  Ellenborough  in  How  v.  Hall,  14  East  274  ; 
Butler's  case,  13  How.  St.  Tr.  1250. 

^  Pranda's  case,  15  How.  St.  Tr.  941.  In  R,  v.  Moors,  6  East  419,  n., 
upon  an  indictment  for  administering  unlawful  oaths,  a  witness  swore  to  the 
terms  of  one  spoken  by  the  prisoner  whilst  he  held  a  paper  in  his  hand,  and  it 
was  held  that  notice  to  produce  the  paper  was  unnecessary.  And  so  it  is 
generally,  without  resorting  to  the  principle  now  under  consideration,  where 
evidence  is  given  of  what  the  party  has  said.  And  see  R»  v.  Layer,  16  How. 
St.  Tr.  220 ;  R.  v.  De  la  Motte,  East  P.  C.  124.  The  letters  in  the  latter  case 
bad  been  opened  at  the  post-office. 

*  Luds  v.  Cook,  4  Esp.  C.  256  j  Doe  v.  Ries,  7  Bing.  (20  E.  C.  L.  R.)  724. 
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of  certain  printed  placards,  it  was  held  that  they  were  duplicate 
originals,  and  that  one  might  be  read  in  evidence  without  notice  to 
r*5631  P^^^^^®  *^®  *original.'  Where  a  party  at  a  public  meeting 
delivered  to  a  person  a  written  paper,  as  a  copy  of  the  re- 
solutions about  to  be  read,  and  which  corresponded  with  the  resolu- 
tions so  read,  it  was  .held  to  be  good  evidence  to  prove  the  resolu- 
tions, without  previous  notice  to  produce  the  paper  from  which  the 
resolutions  were  read."  Notice  is  in  general  unnecessary,  where  a 
duplicate  original  can  be  proved.*  Proof  that  the  adversary  or  his 
attorney  has  the  deed  or  other  instrument  in  court,  was  formerly 
held  not  to  supersede  the  necessity  of  notice.;  for  the  object  of  the 
notice,  it  was  said,  was  not  merely  to  enable  the  party  to  bring  the 
instrument,  but  also  to  provide  such  evidence  as  the  exigency  of  the 
case  might  require  to  support  or  impeach  the  instrument."    But  in 

'  R.  V.  WatsoHj  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  129.  A  copy  of  a  letter  taken  by 
a  copying  machine  is  not  evidence  without  notice  to  produce  the  original :  Nodin 
V.  Murray,  3  Camp.  228 ;  Holland  v.  Reeves,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  36. 
Otherwise  with  notice,  the  witness  producing  the  copy  stating  that  he  worked 
the  machine,  although  he  had  not  compared  it  with  the  original :  Simpson  y. 
Thoreton,  2  M.  &  Rob.  433. 

■  R,  V.  Hunty  3  B.  &  Aid.  (5  B.C.  L.  R.)  572. 

»  See  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Notice  ;  Colling  v.  Treweek,  6  B.  &  C.  (13  E.  C.  L.  R.)  398; 
per  Bayley,  J. ;  Philipson  v.  Chase,  2  Gamp.  \10,  per  Lord  Ellenborough.  The 
copy  of  a  bill  delivered  by  an  attorney  to  the  client  is  evidence,  without  notice 
to  produce  the  original :  Anderson  y.  May,  3  Esp.  C.  167.  And  the  Court  of 
C.  P.  refused  a  rule  for  a  new  trial :  2  Bos.  &  Pul.  237  ;  Coiling  v.  Trtweek,  6 
B.  &  C.  (13  £.  C.  L.  R.)  394.  But  where  no  such  part  has  been  kept,  and  no 
notice  has  been  given,  the  plaintiff  cannot  state  the  items  of  the  bill  from  his 
book  :  Philipson  v.  Chase,  2  Camp.  1 10. 

»  See  Doe  v.  Grey,  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.j  283 ;  and  Roe  v.  Harvey,  4  Burr. 
2484.  In  debt  for  rent  by  the  assignee  of  the  lessor  against  the  assignee  of  the 
lessee,  the  plaintiff's  attorney  being  called  to  prove  the  execution  of  the  deed, 
having  on  cross-examination  admitted  that,  after  the  execution,  some  other  deed 
had  been  executed  between  the  original  parties,  but  which  he  declined  producing, 
though  in  court,  the  court  expressed  their  opinion  that  there  having  been  no 
notice  to  produce,  parol  evidence  could  not  be  given  of  the  contents  of  the  deed : 
Bate  V.  Kinsey,  1  C,  M.  &  R.  38.  So,  it  has  been  said,  if  the  document  is  shown 
to  have  been  delivered  to  the  adversary,  its  contents  cannot  be  proved  without 
notice  to  produce,  upon  showing  it  to  have  been  lost  or  destroyed.  Thus,  in 
ejectment,  the  defendant  having  admitted  the  title  as  heir  and  proved  a  will, 
duly  executed,  held  that  the  plaintiff,  not  having  given  notice  to  produce,  could 
not  ask  a  witness  whether  the  deceased  had  not  a  fortnight  after,  in  the  presence 
of  himself  and  others,  signed  another  paper  and  declared  it  to  be  his  last  will  *, 
and  such  latter  paper  having  been  traced  to  the  possession  of  the  defendant,  the 
court  said  that  secondary  evidence  could  not  be  given  of  it  without  notice  to  pro- 
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a  i^ecent  case  it  was  *held  by  Pollock,  C.  B.,  after  consult-   r*c^4.-| 
ing  the  jadges  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  that  the  attorney 
of  the  adversary  having  the  instrument  in  court,  and  refusing  to  pro- 
duce it,  secondary  evidence  might  be  given  of  it,  though  no  notice 
to  produce  had  been  served.'*"^ 

A  counterpart,  which  is  not  a  duplicate  original,  having  been 
executed  by  one  party  only,  is  admissible  against  the  party  who 
executes  it,  to  prove  the  execution  of  the  other  part  which  it  recites, 
although  no  notice  has  been  given  to  produce  the  original/    But  as 

dace,  even  though  it  was  proved  to  have  been  lost  or  destroyed :  Doe  v.  Morris^ 
3  Ad.  &  E.  (30  E.  C.  L.  R.)  46. 

*"  Dfcyer  v.  CoUinSj  Ex.  Sitt.  after  H.  T.  1852.  Action  on  bill,  plea,  given  for 
a  racing  bet.  No  notice  had  been  given  to  produce  the  bill,  but  the  plaintiff's 
attorney  was  in  court,  and  being  called  by  defendant,  refused  to  produce  it ; 
whereupon  Pollock,  C.  B.,  held  that  the  attorney  was  compellable  to  state  its 
contents. 

*  Burleigh  v.  Stibbs,  5  T.  R.  465.  The  declaration  alleged  that  A.  B.  put  him- 
self apprentice  to  the  defendant  by  a  certain  indenture  executed,  &c.;  and  it  was 

'  Notice  to  produce  is  not  necessary  when  the  defendant  has  notice  that  the 
plaintiff  means  to  charge  faiim  with  the  possession  of  the  paper,  as  in  trover  for 
a  bond :  where  the  party  had  fraudulently  obtained  possession  of  a  written  in- 
strument belonging  to  a  third  person ;  and  perhaps  when  it  appears  that  the 
writing  is  in  court  and  the  party  refuses  to  produce  it:  Pickeriny  v.  Myers,  2 
Bail.  11?;  Gray  v.  Kernahan,  2  Rep.  Const.  Ct.  65;  Comm,  v.  Meaainger,  1 
Binn.  273 ;  MUliken  v.  Barr,  7  Barr  23 ;  Brown  v.  IsbeU,  11  Ala.  1009  ;  Edwards 
V.  Bonneau,  1  Sandf.  S.  Gt.  619 ;  Nealley  v.  Crreenottgh,  5  Fost.  325 ;  Rose  v. 
Lewis,  10  Mich.  483.  A  notice  given  at  the  bar  during  the  progress  of  a  trial, 
to  produce  a  paper,  is  not  sufficient  unless  it  appears  satisfactorily  that  the  paper 
is  in  court  at  the  time,  and  in  possession  of  the  party  upon  whom  demand  is 
made,  or  if  elsewhere  that  it  would  be  easy  of  access  :  Atwell  v.  Miller,  6  Md.  10. 
If  two  letters  are  written  at  the  same  time  to  the  same  person,  one  being  the 
exact  counterpart  of  the  other,  one  being  sent  to  the  person  addressed  and  the 
other  retained  by  the  writer,  each  is  an  original,  and  the  one  retained  may  be 
put  in  evidence  by  the  party  who  retained  it,  without  notice  to  the  opposite 
party  to  produce  the  other :  Hubbard  v.  Russell,  24  Barb.  404.  If  the  action  is 
on  a  written  contract  in  possession  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  may  give  evi- 
dence of  its  contents  without  any  notice  to  produce  it :  Dana  v.  Conant,  30  V t. 
246;  Hamilton  v.  Rice,  15  Tex.  382;  State  v.  Mayberry,  48  Me.  218.  But  see 
Carland  v.  Cunningham,  1  Wright  228.  Notice  to  produce  a  notice  is  unneces- 
sary :  every  written  notice  should  be  proved  by  a  duplicate  original :  Morrow  v. 
Comm,,  12  Wright  305.  If  the  paper  which  the  opposite  party  is  called  upon  to 
produce  is  shown  to  be  in  a  place  so  r«%mote  from  that  of  the  trial,  that  it  can- 
not be  produced  between  the  time  of  the  giving  of  the  notice  and  that  of  the 
conclusion  of  the  evidence,  the  notice  will  bo  held  insufficient  to  justify  the  ad- 
mission of  secondary  evidence :  Morrison  v.  Whitsides,  17  Md.  452 ;  Barker  v. 
Barker,  14  Wis.  131. 
34 
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against  a  third  person,  unless  he  claims  in  privity,^  a  counterpart 
cannot  be  read  in  evidence  without  accountino:  for  the  want  of  the 
original,  or  proving  it  to  be  in  the  possession  of  the  party,  and  that 
he  has  had  notice  to  produce  it/ 

r*5651  *After  proof  of  notice,  the  adversary  either  produces  the 
instrument  or  he  does  not.  If  he  does  produce  it,  the  exe- 
cution must  be  proved  in  the  usual  way,  by  means  of  the  attesting 
witness.  This  is  now  settled,^  although  it  was  formerly  held,  that 
where  the  deed  or  other  instrument  came  out  of  the  adversary's 
possession,  no  proof  of  execution  was  requisite.*'  In  Gordon  v.  Sec- 
retan^*'  where  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  pro- 
held  that  this  was  proved  by  the  proof  of  that  part  of  the  indenture  executed  by 
the  defendant,  and  in  which  it  was  recited  that  ^.  B.  had  bound  himself  appren- 
tice to  him.  So,  in  ejectment,  on  a  clause  of  re-entry  for  a  forfeiture  for  non- 
payment of  rent,  against  an  assignee  of  the  lease,  proof  of  the  counterpart,  exe- 
cuted by  the  original  tenant,  is  sufficient  evidence  of  his  holding  on  the  same 
terms :  Roe  v.  Davis,  7  East  363  ;  Mayor,  <kc.,  of  Carlisle  v.  Blamire,  8  East 
487 ;  and  see  Pearse  v.  Morrice,  2  Ad.  &  E.  (29  E.  C.  L.  R.)  84. 

'  7  East  363 ;  8  East  487  j  and  see  3  Q.  B.  (43  E.  C.  L.  R.)  622. 

'  Anoii.,  Salk.  287  ;  Anon,,  6  Mod.  225  ;  pen  Grose,  J.,  R,  v.  Middlezoy,  2  T.  R. 
41.  But  in  order  to  prove  that  the  ancestor  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  had  been 
seised  of  the  land  in  question,  a  counterpart  of  a  lease  thereof  purporting  to  be 
made  by  that  ancestor,  and  appearing  to  be  executed  by  a  party  therein  named 
as  lessee,  and  found  in  the  muniment  room  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  was 
held  admissible,  although  there  was  no  privity  between  such  apparent  lessee 
and  the  defendant:  Doe  dem,  Egremont  v.  Pulman,  3  Q.  B.  (43  E.  C.  L.  R.)  62 i  ; 
Garrett  v.  Lister,  1  Levinz  25. 

^  Gordon  v.  Scretan,  8  East  548.  An  endorsement  on  a  deed  of  feoffment  of 
livery  of  seisin,  as  having  been  made  by  a  deceased  person  and  attested,  was 
produced  by  the  defendant  in  ejectment  for  the  land.  It  was  held  inadmissible, 
without  calling  the  attesting  witness,  as  the  defendant  did  not  claim  under  it : 
Doe  V.  Marquis  of  Cleveland,  9  B.  &  C.  (17  E.  C.  L.  R.)  869.  Where  ship's 
articles  came  out  of  the  hands  of  the  adverse  party  upon  notice,  the  subscribing 
witness  must  be  called  ;  but  in  the  case  of  actions  by  seamen,  their  contents  may 
be  proved  without  producing  them,  or  notice  to  produce  them  :  13  &  14  Vict.  c. 
93,  s.  52;  Johnson  v.  Lewellen,  6  Esp.  C.  101.  The  general  rule  extends  to 
agreements  not  under  seal:  Whetherston  v.  Edgington,  2  Gampb.  94;  and  see 
Cooke  V.  Stocks,  Tidd,  9th  ed.  487  ;  Bateman  v.  Phillips,  4  Taunt.  157;  Taylor 
V.  Osborne,  cited  4  Taunt.  159-61.  162.  The  object  of  the  party  who  means  to 
use  the  instrument  is  not  material :  Carr;  v.  Burdiss,  1  C  M.  k  R.  782. 

■  R.  v.  Middlezoy,  2  T.  R.  41 ;  Doxon  v.  Haigh,  4  Esp.  C.  109. 

•  8  East  584. 


^  A  paper  produced,  on  notice,  by  the  adverse  party,  must  be  proved  by  him 
who  offers  it,  in  like  manner  as  if  he  had  himself  produced  it,  unless  the  party 
producing  it  be  a  party  to  the  instrument  or  claim  a  beneficial  interest  under 
t:  Rhoades  v.  Selin,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  715. 
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duced  an  agreement  between  himself  and  a  stranger  to  the  defendant, 
in  pursuance  of  notice  from  the  defendant,  in  order  to  show  that  the 
plaintiff  had  no  interest  in  the  subject-matter  insured,  it  was  held 
that  the  defendant  was  bound  to  prove  the  execution  of  the  agree- 
ment by  means  of  the  subscribing  witness.  In  the  subsequent  case 
of  Pearce  v.  Hooper^  it  was  held  that  if  the  party  producing  *a  r-^  ^f^i?-] 
deed  upon  notice  was  possessed  of  a  beneficial  interest  under  it, 
proof  of  the  execution  of  the  deed  by  his  adversary  was  not  necessary. 
In  that  case  the  defendant  in  trespass  called  for  the  deed  which  con- 

^  3  Taant.  60.  In  an  action  to  recover  a  deposit  for  the  purchasing  of  an 
estate,  the  plaintiff  need  not  prove  the  contract  of  sale  produced  by  the  vendor : 
BradshatD  v.  Bennett,  1  M.  &  Rob.  143.  So  where  the  defendants  claimed  titla 
to  the  goods  for  the  conversion  of  which  the  action  was  brought,  under  a  deed 
of  assignment,  and  produced  it  at  the  trial  under  notice,  it  was  held  that  it  might 
be  read  against  them  without  proof  of  execution,  although  the  plaintiffs  denied 
its  validity  on  the  ground  of  fraud :  Carr  v.  Burdiss,  1  C,  M.  k  R.  785.  So 
where  the  defandants,  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  produced,  under  a  notice  from 
the  plaintiff  (in  an  action  for  use  and  occupation)  the  deed  of  assignment  of  the 
bankrupts  effects ;  it  was  held,  that  the  deed  was  admissible  in  evidence,  though 
not  proved  by  the  attesting  ^witness,  it  having  been  shown  that  the  defendants 
occupied  under  the  deed:  Orr  v.  Morrice,  3  B.  &  B.  (7  E.  C.  L.  R.)  139.  In  an 
action  for  work  and  labor,  the  defendant  produced  an  agreement,  signed  by  the 
plaintiff  only,  and  attested,  and  Bayley,  J.,  held,  that  proof  by  the  attesting 
witness  was  unnecessary :  Mann  v.  Musgrave,  York  Spring  Ass.  1828.  So  in  an 
action  by  a  servant  against  his  master  for  not  employing  him  every  working 
day,  and  paying  him  during  a  year  which  had  not  expired,' with  a  plea  of  non 
assumpsit,  the  plaintiff  produced  upon  notice  the  agreement  between  him  and 
defendant ;  and  Cresswell,  J.,  held  that  the  plaintiff  claimed  an  interest  under 
it,  and  that  the  attesting  witness  need  not  be  called :  Bell  v.  Chaytor,  I  G.  &  R. 
(47  E.  G.  L.  R.)  162.  So,  where  the  plaintiff  agreed  in  writing  to  erect  hustings 
for  the  defendant  for  192.  10«.,  receiving  the  wood  back  and  finding  labor,  and 
the  hustings  were  destroyed  by  a  mob,  the  defendant  being  sued  for  not  re- 
storing the  wood  produced  on  notice  the  agreement  *,  it  was  held  that  the  sub- 
scribing witness  need  not  be  called :  Fuller  v.  Pattrick,  18  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  236.  In 
an  action  by  a  lessee  against  his  assignee  of  a  lease,  the  plaintiff  having  proved 
the  execution  of  the  counterpart,  the  original  being  in  the  defendant's  pos- 
session, it  was  held  that  it  was  unnecessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  the  execu- 
tion of  the  original  on  its  production  by  the  defendant :  Burnett  v.  Lynch^  5  B. 
&  G.  (11  E.  G.  L.  R.)  589.  Where  the  attorney  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff 
obtained  from  a  lessee  and  defendant,  the  lease  to  the  latter,  in  order  to  prevent 
the  lease  from  being  set  up  as  a  defence,  and  afterwards  obtained  an  authority 
from  that  lessee  to  detain  the  lease ;  it  was  held,  that  on  the  lease  being  pro- 
duced at  the  instance  of  the  defendant,  no  proof  was  necessary.  For  the  lessors 
of  the  plaintiff  were  to  derive  a  benefit  from  the  possession  of  the  lease,  and  the 
conduct  of  their  attorney  amounted  to  a  recognition  of  the  lease  as  a  valid  in- 
strument: Doe  V.  Eeming,  6  B.  &  G.  (13  E.  G.  L.  R.)  28. 
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r*^fi71  ^'®y®^  ^^  estate  to  *the  plaintiff,  and  which  hy  its  description 
of  the  extent  excluded  the  locus  in  quo  ;  and  the  court  held, 
that  since  the  plaintiff  would  have  no  interest  /n  the  estate  if  the  deed 
did  not  convey  it,  the  production  of  the  deed  was,  against  himself, 
good  evidence  of  its  execution.  The  court,  however,  in  this  case, 
admitted  the  general  doctrine  expounded  in  Gordon  v.  Secretan^  and 
assented  to  the  case  put  there  by  way  of  illustration,  of  an  heir  at 
law  who  produces  a  will  upon  notice  given  by  a  devisee  named  in  the 
will.  So  where  both  parties  claim  an  interest  under  the  instrument 
so  produced,  such  proof  is  unnecessary.'  As  where  the  plaintiff 
claims  under  the  original  lessee,  and  the  defendant  under  the  assign- 
ment* An  admission  by  the  attorney  of  the  party  in  possession  of 
the  deed  before  the  trial,  that  the  party  claims  under  the  deed,  has 
been  held  to  be  sufficient.*  But  the  interest  under  a  deed  in  the  party 
producing  it,  which  renders  its  proof  by  the  attesting  witness  unneces- 
sary, must  be  an  interest  claimed  by  him  in  the  cause.'  A  party  also 
P^f  x^r>-|  is  not  entitled  *to  read  a  deed  in  evidence  without  the  usual 
proof,  on  the  mere  ground  of  its  coming  out  of  the  possession 
of  the  adversary,  except  where  the  deed  is  produced  by  the  adversary 
upon  the  trial  of  the  cause.^  Where  a  deed  has  been  received  from 
the  possession  of  the  adversary,  and  remained  in  the  possession  of  the 
party  producing  it  for  some  months  previous  to  the 'trial,  who  might 
therefore  have  been  prepared  to  prove  the  execution,  it  was  held  that 

«  Doe  V.  WUHn^,  2  N.  &  M.  (28  E.  C.  L.  R.)  434. 

*  Knight  v.  Martin,  1  Gow  (5  E.  C.  L.  R.)  26. 

•  Roe  V.  Willdnsy  4  Ad.  &  E.  (31  E.  C.  L.  R.)  86 ;  Knight  v.  Martin,  Gk)w  (5 
£.  0.  L.  R.)  26.  See  Doe  v.  Heming,  supra.  As  to  admissions  by  an  attorney, 
see  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Attorney,  Admissions.  Such  an  admission,  if  untrae,  would 
operate  to  the  deception  of  the  party  to  whom  it  was  made. 

'  Eearden  v.  Minter,  5  M.  &  G.  (44  £.  0.  L.  R.)  204.  In  this  case  the  plaintiff 
claimed  commission  for  the  defendant  as  his  agent  in  procuring  him  an  appren- 
tice. The  defendant  produced  the  apprenticeship-deed,  under  notice  to  do  so. 
It  was  held  that  the  case  did  not  fall  within  the  exception  to  the  rule  requiring 
the  execution  to  be  proved,  the  defendant  not  claiming  in  that  cause  any  in- 
terest under  the  deed.  So,  where  the  defendant,  to  prove  that  he  had  been  in 
partnership  with  the  plaintiff,  offered  a  written  contract  in  evidence,  purporting 
to  be  made  by  him  and  the  plaintiff,  as  partners,  with  K,  a  builder,  for  work  to 
be  done  by  K.  upon  the  premises  where  the  plaintiff  carried  on  the  business  in 
which  the  partnership  was  alleged  to  have  subsisted,  the  contract  being  in  the 
plaintiff^s  custody,  was  produced  by  him  on  notice,  but  it  was  held  inadmissible 
without  proof  of  the  execution:  Collins  v.  Beaton,  1  Q.  B.  (41  £.  C.  L.  R.) 
117. 

«  Vacher  v.  Cocks,  1  B.  &  Ad.  (20  E.  C.  L.  R.)  144. 
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it  could  not  be  read  without  the  ordinary  proof.^  A  parchment  coming 
out  of  the  adversary's  possession,  without  either  signature  or  seal,  may 
be  read  as  a  document  coming  out  of  the  adversary's  possession,  but 
not  as  a  deed.^  Another  exception  to  the  general  rule  is  that  of  a 
public  officer,  such  as  a  sheriff,  who  produces  an  instrument,  the  exe- 
cution of  which  he  was  bound  to  procure ;  as  against  him,  it  is  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  duly  executed.^ 

If  the  adversary  does  not  produce  it,  proof  must  then  be  given, 
as  in  case  of  the  loss  of  the  deed.*  But  it  has  been  '^'said  riKCvf^qi 
that  slighter  evidence  will  suffice,  where  the  deed  is  in  the 

^  1  B.  &  Ad.  (20  E.  C.  L.  R.)  144.  And  in  Carr  v.  Burdiss,  1  C,  M.  &  R. 
7S2,  Parke,  B.,  observed,  that  if  the  deed  had  been  given  up  before  the  action, 
it  might  have  made  a  difference. 

*  Eoe  V.  Rowlingsy  7- East  291.;  Tyrwhitt  v.  Wynnty  2  B.  A  Aid.  554. 

*  ScoU  v.  Waithman,  3  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  168  ;  Barnes  v.  Lucas,  Ry.  k 
Mood.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  264 ;  Plumer  v.  BrUco,  11  Q.  B.  (63  B.  C.  L.  R.)  46. 

*  Sir  Edward  Seymour^s  casCj  10  Mod.  8.  On  the  sale  of  premises  to  the  de- 
fendant's landlord,  a  feoffment  had  been  delivered  by  the  vendor ;  the  question 
was  as  to  the  premises  sought  to  be  recovered  by  the  lessor  of  plaintiff*,  being 
parcel  of  the  premises  so  coniKeyed  ;  notice  had  been  given  to  produce  the  feoff- 
ifient,  which  not  being  done,  an  abstract  thereof  was  tendered,  there  being  no 
proof  of  any  copy  ever  having  existed.  Held,  that  it  was  admissible  without 
calling  the  attesting  witness ;  and  that  it  not  being  necessary  to  prove  the  feoff- 
ment, neither  was  it  necessary  to  prove  the  livery  of  seisin :  Doe  v.  Wainwright, 
5  Ad.  k  E.  (31  E.  C.  L.  R.)  520.  The  party  seeking  to  prove  the  contents  of  a 
document  in  the  adversary's  possession,  cannot  compel  him  to  produce  it  on 
the  trial ;  all  he  can  do  is  to  give  notice  to  produce  the  document ;  and,  if  he 
omit  to  do  so,  the  only  consequence  is  that  the  party  seeking  to  give  such  evi- 
dence is  entitled,  after  proof  of  possession  by  the  adversary,  to  give  secondary 
evidence  of  the  contents:  see  Entick  v.  Carrington,  19  How.  St.  Tr.  1073; 
The  Attorney' General  v.  Le  Merchant ^  2  T.  R.  201 ;  Cooper  v.  Gibbon^,  3  Camp. 
363.  But  although  it  be  true  that  the  refusal  of  a  party  to  produce  a  docu- 
ment in  his  possession  does  not  authorize  any  direct  inference  as  to  the  contents 
of  the  writing :  Lavoson  v.  Sherwood,  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  314 ;  Cooper  v. 
Gibbons,  3  Camp.  C.  363 ;  and  can  in  no  case  supply  the  defect  of  proof  where 
written  proof  is  requisite ;  as  where  the  action  is  brought  on  a  bond  of  which 
the  defendant,  the  obligee,  has  obtained  possession,  there  seems  to  be  no  rule 
of  law  which  excludes,  or  which  can  exclude,  a  jury  from  taking  this  circum- 
stance into  consideration,  in  connection  with  other  circumstances  in  forming 
their  conclusion  on  a  matter  of  fact,  to  the  proof  of  which  written  evidence  is 
not  essential.  It  is  scarcely  possible  that  an  unfavorable  presumption  should 
not  be  made  against  a  trader,  who,  upon  the  question  whether  particular  goods 
had  been  paid  for  by  a  customer,  refused  to  produce  his  books  when  called  for 
to  show  credit  given.  This  principle  seems,  in  effect,  to  be  admitted  by  the 
authorities  (see  note  (m) ),  which  state  that  slighter  evidence  will  suffice  to 
prove  a  deed  where  it  is  in  the  hands  of  the  adversary,  than  when  it  is  lost  or 
destroyed :  see  Roe  v.  Harvey,  4  Burr.  2484 ;  Bate  v.  Einzey,  1  C,  M.  &  R.  41. 
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hands  of  the  adversary  than  where  it  is  proved  to  have  been  lost  or 
destroyed."  Where  a  party,  after  notice,  refuses  to  produce  an 
figreement,  it  is  to  be  presumed,  as  against  him,  that  it  is  properly 
r+^'^Ol  s^^P®^'*  *  Where  the  declaration  in  covenant  alleged  that 
the  deed  was  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant,  and  on  non 
est  factum  pleaded,  it  was  proved  that  the  deed  was  in  the  hands  of 
the  defendant,  to  whom  notice  had  been  given  to  produce  the  deed, 
and  the  plaintiff  gave  parol  evidence  of  the  deed,  the  attesting  wit- 
ness being  in  court ;  it  was  held  that  the  parol  evidence  was  well 
received.*  Where  two  parts  of  an  agreement  are  signed  by  both 
parties,  one  of  which  is  stamped,  and  is  the  possession  of  the  defend- 
ant :  if  he  refuse  to  produce  it  upon  notice,  the  unstamped  part  is 
receivable  as  secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  other."*  So, 
although  the  unstamped  counterpart  were  not  signed  by  the  parties.* 
If  a  party,  after  notice,  does  not  produce  a  document  in  his  custody, 

Bat  now,  by  15  Vict.  c.  99,  s.  6,  the  party  may  obtain  the  evidence  by  a 
summons. 

"» 12  Vin.  Abr.,  T.  b.  65,  pi.  22;  Eccleston  v.  Speke^  Oarth.  79  ;  see  Pritt  v. 
Faircloughj  3  Camp.  305,  supra.  In  covenant  by  a  remainderman  for  not  re- 
pairing ;  plea,  that  lessor  was  only  tenant  for  life  *,  held,  that  after  notice  to  the 
plaintiff!  to  produce  a  specific  deed,  the  steward  might  be  called  to  prove  the 
existence  and  nature  of  it ;  and  although  the  possession  of  the  steward  might 
be  considered  as  the  possession  of  his  principal,  so  as  to  protect  him  from  pro- 
ducing it  under  a  spa.  duces  tecum,  his  knowledge  of  the  contents  was  not 
within  the  principle  of  privileged  communications,  which  extend  not  beyond 
counsels  and  attorneys:  Earl  of  Falmouth  v.  Moss,  11  Price  455. 

»  Crisp  V.  Anderson,  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  35 ;  Poqley  v.  Goodwin,  4  Ad. 
&  E.  (31  £.  0.  L.  R.)  94.  But  if  the  person  who  gives  secondary  evidence  of 
its  contents  shows  it  to  be  unstamped,  the  case  is  different:  see  Crowthery, 
Solomons,  ante,  p.  541,  note  (n).  A  judge  has  no  power  to  order,  in  the  case  of 
a  document  supposed  to  be  lost,  that  if  the  party  does  not  produce  it  to  be 
stamped  a  copy  stamped  shall  be  read  in  evidence,  and  the  other  side  shall  be 
precluded  from  producing  the  original  or  objecting  that  it  was  not  stamped: 
Raven  v.  Hamilton,  15  Q.  B.  (69  E.  C.  L.  R.)  191. 

*  Cooke  V.  Tanstotll,  8  Taunt.  (4  E.  C.  L.  R.)  450.  So,  in  a  case  of  a  notice  to 
quit:  Poole  v.  Waaren,  8  Ad.  k  E.  (35  E.  C.  L.  R.)  582. 

^  Waller  v.  Horsfall,  1  Camp.  C.  501.  It  seems,  that  where  the  instrument, 
if  produced  by  the  adversary  on  notice,  would  have  been  admissible  in  evidence 
without  proof  of  execution,  a  copy  is  also  admissible  in  evidence  without  proof 
of  execution  :  Daxson  v.  Haigh,  1  Esp.  C.  409.  In  an  action  of  covenant  on 
an  indenture  of  apprenticeship,  where  the  defendant  did  not  produce  it  after 
proof  of  possession  by  him  and  notice,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  might 
give  parol  evidence  of  the  contents,  without  calling  the  subscribing  witness : 
Cooke  V.  Tanswell,  8  Taunt.  (4  E.  C.  L.  R.)  450. 

«  Garnons  v.  Swift,  1  Taunt.  507. 
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the  party  giving  the  notice  is  entitled  to  give  secondary  evidence  of 
the  instrument.  And  it  has  been  held,  that  in  such  case  the  party 
giving  the  notice,  may  give  such  secondary  evidence  without  calling' 
the  subscribing  witness;'  '^'even  although  he  know  the  name  ri^nn-i-i 
of  the  subscribing  witness.'  Where  a  party  is  proved  to 
have  destroyed  a  document  which  would  have  been  evidence  against 
him,  slight  evidence  will  usually  be  sufficient  to  supply  it.^  The 
same  principle  applies  where  the  party  for  sinister  purposes  with- 
holds the  instrument.  Where  the  instrument  is  out  of  the  power  of 
the  party,  secondary  evidence  is  admissible.  As  where  a  will  re- 
mains in  Chancery  by  the  order  of  the  court."*  The  party  obliging 
the  adversary  to  give  secondary  proof,  cannot  by  retracting  or  pro- 
ducing the  original,  compel  him  to  give  the  ordinary  proof  ;^  nor  can 
he  produce  it  as  part  of  his  own  case.^  Nor  can  he  put  it  into  the 
hands  of  a  witness,  and  examine  as  to  the  time  when  an  interlineation 
was  made  in  it.' 

A  deed  or  other  instrument  may  be  read  without  proof  of  execu- 
tion, by  virtue  of  a  rule  of  court  to  that  effect.^  And  now  by  rule 
H.  T.,  4  Will.  IV.,  a  judge  at  chambers  may,  with  consent,  order 
the  admission  in  evidence  of  documents  upon  notice  given  in  due 
form.  The  judge's  order  is  expressed  to  be  with  a  saving  of  all  just 
exceptions  to  the  admissibility  of  the  document ;  and  therefore  they 
may  still  be  taken  at  the  trial.  The  admission  of  a  document 
under  this  order  is  a  waiver  of  any  objection  to  interlineation  in  it, 
for  as  it  prevents  the  necessity  of  calling  *the  attesting  rn^z'jo^ 
witness,  it  should  also  prevent  the  taking  of  any  objection  ^ 

'  Cooke  V.  TansweU,  8  Taunt.  (4  E.  C.  L.  R.)  450.  Where  an  instrument  has 
been  destroyed  and  the  witness  is  known,  he  must  be  called  :  Gillies  y.  SmitherSy 
2  Stark.  C.  (3  £.  C.  L.  R.)  528.  But  where  the  plaintiff  declared  upon  a  lost 
bond,  and  a  witness  stated  that  there  were  attesting  witnesses  whose  names  he 
did  not  know,  it  was  held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  without 
calling  either  of  them  :  Keeling  v.  BcUl^  Peake's  £y.  96. 

■  Cooke  V.  TansweU,  supra^  per  Gibbs,  C.  J. 

^  A  small  matter  will  supply  it.    Per  Holt,  J.,  Anon,,  Lord  Raym.  731. 

»  B.  N.  P.  254 ;  10  Co.  92. 

^Jackson  y.  Allen,  3  Stark.  G.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  74;  Edmonds  y.  Challis  and 
others,  7  C.  B.  (62  E.  C.  L.  R.)  413. 

^  Doe  dem.  Thompson  y.  Hodgson,  12  Ad.  &  E.  (40  E.  C.  L.  R.)  135.  Nor  even 
use  it  to  refresh  memory  of  a  witness  :  per  Wilde,  G.  J.,  Bristol  Assizes  1847, 
Roscoe  on  Evidence,  8th  ed.  11. 

»  Doe  V.  Cockell,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  525.  See  Lewis  y.  Hartley,  7  C. 
A  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  405. 

y  Gilb.  Law  of  Ey.  91 ;  Tr.  per  Pais  446.  For  the  general  rule  H.  4  Will. 
lY.  c.  20,  as  to  the  admission  of  documents,  see  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Admissions. 
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which  such  a  person  could  remove,"  but  it  does  not  waive  an  objec- 
tion to  the  stamp.^  So  a  document  may  be  read  without  proof,  where 
the  party  or  his  attorney  makes  an  admission  of  its  execution  delibe- 
rately for  the  purposes  of  the  cause.^  If  the  admission  be  signed 
by  the  attorney  on  the  record,  it  may  be  read ;  but  if  he  be  not  the 
attorney  on  the  record,  further  proof  must  be  given  to  show  that 
he  was  the  authorized  agent  of  the  party.*  So  it  may  be  read,  if 
the  attorney  agree  that  the  other  party  should  act  on  the  -instru- 
ment, as  if  the  witness  had  been  produced  ;^  or  even  merely  agree 
to  admit  the  handwriting.*  But  notwithstanding  an  agreement  by 
the  attorney  to  admit  the  due  execution  of  the  specialty  mentioned  in 
the  declaration,  the  defendant  may  still  object  on  the  ground  of  vari- 
ance.'  So  the  deed  may  be  read  where  it  is  admitted  *by  the 
^  -'  pleadings.  In  all  these  cases  the  consent  of  parties  super- 
sedes the  necessity  of  the  usual  proof,^  sincQ,  it  is  the  office  of  the 
jury  to  decide  upon  those  facts  only  which  are  in  controversy.  It 
has  been  already  seen  that  a  mere  parol  admission,  or  even  an  admis- 

■  Freeman  v.  Sieggaly  19  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  18. 

•  Vain  V.  Whittington,  Car.  &  M.  (41  E.  C.  L.  R.)  484. 

**  Griffiths  V.  Williams^  1  T.  R.  710;  where  it  was  the  attorney's  agent: 
Young  v.  Wright^  1  Camp.  140  ;  Gainsford  v.  Grammar,  2  Camp.  9.  But  mere 
Htatements  made  by  an  attorney  in  the  course  of  conyersatlon  are  not  admissi- 
ble :  Parkins  v.  Hawkshaw,  5  Stark.  C.  239  ;  Fetch  v.  Lyon,  9  Q.  B.  (58  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  147  ;  Wilson  v.  Turner ,  1  Taunt.  399.  Although  made  to  the  opposite 
attorney,  not  being  intended  as  an  admission  in  the  cause :  Fetch  v.  la/on^  9  Q.  B. 
(58  E.  C.  L.  R.)  147.  But  an  undertaking  by  the  attorney  to  appear  for  L.  and  M., 
joint  owners  of  the  sloop  A.,  is  evidence  that  they  were  such  owners :  Marshall  v. 
Cliff,  4  Camp.  133.  And  a  mere  agreement  to  produce  a  particular  instrument 
does  not  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  proof  when  produced ;  Wetherston  v, 
EdgingUm,  2  Camp.  94.    See  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Admissions. 

*  He  must  have  been  the  party's  attorney  when  the  admission  was  made : 
Wagstaffy.  fFilson,  4  B.  &  Ad.  (24  E.  C.  L.  R.)  339. 

*  Laing  v.  Kaine,  2  B.  &  P.  85. 

•  Milward  v.  Temple,  1  Camp.  C.  375.     See  B.  N.  P.  254. 

'  Goldie  V.  Shuttleworth,  I  Camp.  70.  But  he  must  take  care  that  the  terms 
of  the  admission  do  not  exclude  him  from  taking  the  objection :  Wilkes  y.  Hop^ 
kins,  1  C.  B.  (50  £.  C.  L.  R.)  737 ;  and  see  Filgrim  y.  Southampton  Raihoay 
Company,  18  L.  J.,  C.  P.  330. 

■  It  may  be  used  on  a  new  trial :  Elton  v.  Larkins,  1  M.  &  Rob.  196 ;  LangUy 
y.  Earl  of  Oxford,  1  M.  &  W.  508 ;  and  cannot  be  retracted,  even  by  a  new 
attorney  after  the  death  of  the  attorney  who  made  it :  Doe  dem,  WetheriU  y. 
Bird,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  £.  C.  L.  R.)  6  ;  Wilkes  v.  Hopkins,  An  admission  signed 
by  the  obligor's  attorney,  acknowledging  the  signature  of  his  client  and  of  the 
attesting  witness,  is  presumptive  evidence  of  delivery:  Milward  v.  Temple^  1 
Camp.  375. 
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sion  in  Chancery,^  by  a  party  of  his  execution  of  a  deed,  was  formerly 
considered  insufficient,  but  that  such  proof  will  now  suffice.* 

By  the  stat.  27  Hen.  VIII.,  c.  16,  a  bargain  and  sale  of  an  estate 
*of  inheritance  or  of  freehold,  must  be  enrolled.*  And  since  r-^f-,^^-^ 
the  law  requires  such  enirolment,  it  has  been  held  in  many  *-  -* 
cases  that  enrolment  is  sufficient  evidence  of  the  lawful  execution  of 
the  deed,^  as  against  all  parties. 

^  As  to  admissions  of  execution  by  the  parties  themselyes,  see  ante,  pp.  505, 
506. 

'  Supra,  505.  In  one  case,  where  the  snbscribing  witness  did  not  appear,  an 
endorsement  by  the  obligor  on  the  deed  was  read,  reciting  a  proviso  within  the 
deed,  that  it  should  be  void  on  payment  of  a^sum  of  money ,  and  acknowledging 
the  non-payment,  and  admitting  the  deed ;  this  was  held  to  be  proof  (B.  N.  P. 
254) ;  but  note,  that  in  this  case  the  witness  did  not  appear,  and  qu,,  whether 
his  absence  was  not  accounted  for. 

^  See  supra,  p.  261,  note  (j).  Deeds  were  also  enrolled  at  common  law  pro 
salvd  cusiodid :  1  Salk.  389.  And  at  common  law  any  deed  may  be  enrolled 
upon  the  acknowledgment  of  a  party  to  it,  who  cannot  afterwards  deny  the 
execution :  B.  N.  P.  256.  The  enrolment  of  a  deed  under  this  statute  is  a 
record :  B.  v.  Hopper,  3  Price  495.  And  therefore  is  not  traversable  in  any 
material  part,  such  as  the  date  of  the  enrolment:  3  Price  495.  Hence  an 
examined  copy  of  a  memorial  of  a  deed  required  to  be  enrolled  by  an  act  of 
Parliament  is  evidence  of  the  instrument.  Thus  it  has  been  held,  that  an 
examined  copy  of  the  memorial  of  an  assignment  of  a  judgment,  which  was 
required  to  be  enrolled,  was  evidence  of  the  fact  of  assignment.  See  Hobhouse 
v.  Hamilton,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  207  j  Fitzgerald  v.  Fitzgerald,  8  C.  B.  (65  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  592.  In  the  case  of  Baikie  v.  Chandless,  3  Camp.  C.  17,  in  an  action 
against  an  attorney  for  negligence  in  the  purchase  of  an  annuity,  which  was 
void  for  want  of  a  sufficient  memorial,  in  order  to  prove  the  memorial  a  copy 
was  offered  in  evidence,  which  had  been  examined  with  the  instrument  at  the 
Rolls ;  upon  the  objection  taken,  that  a  copy  of  the  original  memorial  which 
the  defendant  had  carried  in  should  be  produced,  Lord  Ellenborough  held  that 
the  copy  proposed  was  admissible.  The  Act  required  the  memorial  carried  in 
to  be  enrolled  correctly ;  and  it  was  to  be  presumed  that  those  concerned  had 
done  their  duty  under  the  Act.  The  enrolment  was  a  sort  of  statutable  record, 
and  an  examined  copy  of  it  admissible.  In  the  case  of  Tinkler  v.  Walpole,  14 
East  226,  the  case  of  a  ship's  register  was  distinguished  from  that  of  an  enrol- 
ment under  a  statute ;'  Lord  Ellenborough  observed,  *'  The  case  of  enrolments 
stands  on  a  particular  statute ;  the  statute  of  Anne  (10  Anne,  o.  18,  s.  3),  pro- 
vides that  copies  of  the  instrument  of  indentures  of  bargain  and  sale,  examined 
with  the  enrolment,  signed  by  the  proper  officer,  and  proved  on  oath,  shall  have 
the  same  force  and  effect  as  the  original  indentures.  But  the  Register  Acts 
have  not  attributed  to  the  registers  the  same  effect  as  if  the  persons  named 
therein  were  proved  to  be  the  owners.'' 

^  WymarieB  ease,  5  Go.  74 ;  Stile  462 ;  Eden  v.  Chalkill,  1  Keb.  117 ;  Smartle 
V.  WtUiams,  Salk.  280 ;  B.  N.  P.  255,  256.  A  copy  of  an  enrolment  of  a  deed 
to  lead  the  uses  of  a  fine  is  primd  facie  evidence  of  the  deed :  Tai/lor  v.  Jones, 
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*The  practice  is  admitted,  but  the  principle  doubted,  in 
L  '^  J  BuUer's  Law  of  Nisi  Prius,"*  both  because  the  authority 
relied  upon  in  support  of  such  practice  is  the  case  of  Smartle  v. 
WilliamBy  where  the  acknowledgment  was  by  the  bargainor,  against 
whom  the  enrolment  was  offered  in  evidence,  and  not  by  the  bar- 
gainee, as  stated  in  the  report  of  Salkeld;*^  and  besides,  that  the 
bargain  and  sale  in  that  case  was  of  a  mere  term,  and  therefore  was 
not  within  the  statute.  But  it  seems  that  the  enrolment  of  any 
deed  upon  the  acknowledgment  of  a  party  is  evidence  against  him- 
self whether  the  deed  does  or  does  not  need  enrolment,  as  in  the 
case  of  Smartle  v.  WiUiams^^  of  a  release,  and  this  has  been  the 
practice.^  The  register  of  a  conveyance  in  a  register  county,  is  not 
evidence,  except  as  secondary  evidence,  where  the  adversary  has  had 
notice  to  produce  the  conveyance.^     When  the  deed  is  enrolled,  the 

1  Ld.  Raym.  746.  An  enrolment  of  a  deed  is  not  a  record,  because  it  is  not  the 
act  of  the  Court,  but  only  the  private  act  of  the  party  authenticated  in  Court : 
Qilb.  Law  of  Ev.  92.  But  see  E.  y.  Hopper,  3  Price  495,  where  it  was  held 
that  the  enrolment  of  a  bargain  and  sale,  under  the  statute  of  Henry  YIII., 
was  a  record,  that  the  date  was  a  material  part  of  the  record,  and  that  proof  of 
a  different  date  was  not  admissible.  All  acknowledgments  of  deeds  in  K.  B. 
are,  by  rule  of  Court,  to  be  made  on  the  plea  side,  in  open  court  (1  Salk.  389), 
and  the  enrolment  is  made  either  upon  the  acknowledgment  or  proof  of  the 
delivery  of  the  deed  by  the  party :  Com.  Dig.,  Bargain  and  Sale,  B.  6 ;  for  the 
bargainor  might  die  before  acknowledgment.  After  a  deed  had  been  enrolled, 
it  seems  that  a  party  could  not  plead  non  est  factum,  but  that  he  might  avoid 
the  effect  of  it  by  pleading  riena  pasaa  par  U  fait:  Gilb.  Law  of  £v.  145 ;  1 
Leon.  184-5.  And  infants,  feme  coverts,  and  strangers.  Com.  Dig.,  Bargain 
and  Sale,  B.  10,  are  not  concluded  by  the  enrolment.  The  endorsement  of  a 
registration  in  Ireland,  on  a  deed  executed  there,  need  not  be  proved :  Pifnt  ▼. 
Dor,  1  T.  R.  55.    See  also  Qarrick  v.  WiUiams,  3  Taunt  540. 

»  B.  N.  P.  255 ;  Smartle  v.  Williams,  3  Lev.  387. 

»  1  Salk.  280. 

•  3  Lev.  387 ;  Com.  Dig.,  tit.  Evidence,  B.  1.  It  was  observed  by  Bay  ley,  J., 
in  the  case  of  Tinkler  v.  Walpole,  14  East  230,  that  in  the  case  of  Smartle  v. 
Williams,  the  deed  was  thirty  years  old ;  and  see  B.  N.  P.  255,  where  it  is  said 
that  if  the  deed  need  no  enrolment,  the  enrolment  will  not  be  evidence :  1  Keb. 
117 ;  Salk.  280. 

p  B.  N.  P.  256.  In  Lady  Holcroft  v.  Smith,  2  Freeman  259,  a  distinction  was 
made  between  deeds  of  bargain  and  sale,  enrolled  in  pursuance  of  the  statute, 
and  other  deeds  enrolled ;  and  the  court  held,  that  a  copy  of  a  deed  enrolled  for 
safe  custody,  would  not  be  evidence  otherwise  than  against  the  party  who  sealed 
it,  and  all  claiming  under  him. 

«  Mblton  v«  Harris,  2  Esp.  C.  549.  And  it  is  such  evidence  against  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  party  by  whom  the  conveyance  was  registered :  WoUastonaon 
V.  Hakewill,  3  M.  &  Q.  (42  £.  C.  L.  R.)  297.  An  examined  copy  is  evidence: 
Doe  V.  KUner,  2  C.  &  P.  (12  E.  C  L.  R.)  289. 
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endorsement   of  the   enrolment   is   evidence  without  farther  proof, 
because  the  officer  is  intrusted  to  authenticate  '^'such  a  deed 
by  enrolment.'    But  where  a  copy  is  used  as  secondary  evi-  ^         -* 
dence,  it  must  be  proved  to  have  been  examined  with  the  enrolment/ 

A  deed  purporting  to  be  the  deed  of  several,  may  be  enrolled  on 
the  acknowledgment  of  one  alone,*  and  is  sometimes  enrolled  upon 
the  acknowledgment  of  a  mere  nominal  party,  whose  name  is  intro- 
duced for  the  very  purpose,  the  parties  themselves  residing  abroad.^ 
It  would  therefore  be  manifestly  inconsistent  with  the  plainest  princi- 
ples of  justice  to  admit  such  enrolments  to  be  evidence  against  those 
who  had  not  acknowledged  them,  without  proof  of  the  execution  of 
the  deeds ;  as,  for  instance,  to  receive  a  deed  acknowledged  by  a  bare 
trustee,  without  proof  of  execution  by  the  owner  of  the  inheritance.' 
And  although  it  appears  that  an  opinion  once  prevailed  to  this  effect, 
yet  it  seems  to  be  so  destitute  of  principle,  that  it  is  not  probable 
that  it  would  now  be  acted  upon. 

By  the  stat.  10  Anne,  c.  18,  s.  3,^  where  in  any  pleading  any 
indenture  of  bargain  and  sale  enrolled  shall  be  pleaded  with  a  pro- 
fert  in  curid,  the  person  so  pleading  may  produce  a  copy  of  the  en- 
rolment of  such  bargain  and  sale ;  *and  such  copy,  examined 
and  signed  by  the  proper  officer,  and  proved  upon  oath  to  L  J 
be  a  true  copy,  shall  be  of  the  same  force  as  the  indentures  of  bar- 
gain and  sale  would  be.^ 

It  is  sufficient  for  a  party  in  ejectment  on  an  annuity  deed  to  prove 

the  deed  without  proving  the  enrolment,  and  it  lies  on  the  party  who 

insists  on  the  want  of  enrolment  to  prove  the  negative.'    It  seems 

'  The  production  of  a  deed  with  the  memorial  endorsed  is  sufficient  proof  of 
the  enrolment :  Compton  y.  Chandless,  4  Esp.  C.  18 ;  fi.  N.  P.  229. 

■  B.  N.  P.  229. 

*  B.  N.  P.  266 ;  Thurle  v.  Madison,  Sty.  462. 

»  Salk.  389. 

«  B.  N.  P.  256. 

^  This  provision  was  made  for  supplying  a  failure  in  pleading  or  deriving  title 
to  Ifsnds,  conveyed  by  such  deeds  of  bargain  and  sale,  where  the  original  inden- 
tures are  wanting,  which  often  happens,  especially  where  divers  lands,  &c.,  are 
comprised  in  the  same  indenture,  and  afterwards  devised  to  different  person. 
See  14  East  231,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  107.  Before  this  statute  an  enrolment  could  not 
have  been  pleaded,  although  a  deed  had  been  exemplified  under  the  great  seal ; 
it  was  necessary  to  make  a  pro/ert  of  the  deed  itself  under  seal :  Co.  Litt.  225, 
b. ;  and  see  Olive  v.  Gwt/n,  Hard.  119 ;  see  the  stat.  8  Geo.  II.,  c.  6,  s.  22,  con- 
cerning  Deeds  of  Bargain  and  Sale  of  Lands  in  the  North  Riding  of  Yorkshire. 

^  As  to  deeds  registered  under  7  Anne,  o.  20,  see  Doe  v.  Clifford,  2  C.  &  K. 
(61  E.  C.  L.  R.)  448. 

■  Doe  V.  Bingham,  4  B.  A  Aid.  (6  E.  C.  L.  R.)  672 ;  Doe  v.  Mason,  3  Camp.  7. 
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that  a  bargain  and  sale  and  enrolment  of  lands  conveyed  to  a  charity, 
will  not  be  presumed  from  long  enjoyment.* 

Although  it  has  been  held  that  a  deed  to  lead  the  uses  of  a  fine 
requires  no  proof,^  on  account  of  the  strong  presumption  that  the 
parties  meant  to  convey  the  lands  to  some  uses  or  other ;  yet  in  a 
subsequent  case,  the  judges  were  of  opinion  that  such  a  deed  must  be 
proved.^  So  it  seems  that  the  counterpart  of  such  a  deed  is  not  ad- 
missible in  evidence  without  the  usual  proof/ 

It  has  been  held  that  a  recital  of  a  deed  in  a  subsequent  deed  is 
evidence  of  the  former  against  a  party  to  the  latter.  Thus,  a  recital 
of  the  obligor's  appointment  to  an  ofSce,  in  a  bond  for  faithful  exe- 
cution of  its  duties,  is  evidence  against  him  of  that  appointment.*  The 
recital  of  a  lease  is  evidence  of  the  lease  against  the  releasor, 
L  J  and  those  who  claim  under  him  ;'  for  it  *operates  by  way  of 
admission;  and  therefore  such  a  recital  is  not  evidence  against  a 
stranger  to  the  second  deed.*' 

*  Doe  y.  WatertoUy  3  B.  &  Aid.  (5  £.  C.  L.  R.)  149.  Whether  such  enrolment 
need  be  proved  by  the  party  setting  up  the  deed,  see  Doe  dem,  Williams  v. 
Lloyd,  1  M.  &  G.  (39  £.  0.  L.  R.)  671 ;  at  all  events,  the  memorandum  endorsed, 
purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  proper  officer,  is  sufficient :  Ibid. 

^  Glascock  V.  Warren,  B.  Tf.  P.  254. 

•  Griffith  v.  Moore,  B.  N.  P.  255. 

*  B.  N.P.255;  Salk.  237,  con^a;  see  Doe  v.  ^Zman,  3  Q.  B.  (43E.C.L.R.)fi22. 

•  E,  V.  Welshy  2  C.  &  K.  (61  E.  C.  L.  R.)  296. 

'  Ford  V.  Lord  Grey,  6  Mod.  44 ;  s.  c,  Salk.  285 ;  Cragg  v.  Norfolk,  2  Lev. 
108 ;  Fitzgerald  v.  Eustace,  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  87 ;  Hard.  123 ;  Plumer  v.  Briseo, 
11  Q.  B'  (63  £.  C.  L.  R.)  46 ;  and  see  ante,  p.  506,  507.  See  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Admis- 
sions, Notice,  Recital.  Com.  Dig.,  Ev.  B.  5.  It  seems  that  a  recital  is  always 
evidence  as  against  the  party  to  a  reciting  lease,  where  it  operates  by  way  of 
estoppel,  although  not  against  another  party  where  it  cannot  so  operate ;  see 
Cragg  v.  Norfolk,  2  Lev.  108  ;  2  Vent.  170 ;  Roll.  678, 1.  4;  and  therefore  the 
recital,  in  a  grant  of  an  office,  of  a  former  grant,  on  the  determination  of  which 
the  present  grant  was  to  commence,  is  no  evidence  in  favor  of  the  grantee  of  the 
former  grant.  Ibid.  But  if  one  relies  on  a  patent  to  prove  a  former  grant  which 
it  recites,  it  is  also  evidence  to  prove  a  surrender,  which  it  also  recites  :  2  Vent. 
171 ;  Com.  Dig.,  Ev.  B.  5.  An  averment,  in  a  declaration  against  a  master  for 
not  inserting  the  true  consideration  in  an  apprentice  deed,  that  A.  B.,  by  a  cer- 
tain indenture,  put  himself  apprentice  to  the  defendant,  is  proved  by  the  pro* 
duction  of  the  part  executed  by  the  defendant,  in  which  it  is  recited  that  A.  B, 
put  himself  apprentice,  Soo, :  Burleigh  v.  Stibbs,  5  T.  R.  465.  It  was  questioned 
in  Pearce  v.  Morrice,  2  Ad.  &  E.  (29  E.  C.  L.  R.)  84,  where  in  the  attestation 
of  a  deed  the  parties  state  that  the  two  parts  were  executed  by  them  respect- 
ively, whether  they  are  thereby  estopped  from  denying  the  execution  by  the 
others ;  and  see  Willingion  v.  Browne,  8  Q.  B.  (55  £.  C.  L.  R.)  196. 

«  5  T.  R.  465. 

^  The  rule  of  law  is  that  a  deed,  containing  a  recital  of  another  deed,  is  evi- 
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No  objection,  it  has  been  said,  arising  intrinsically  from  the  con- 
tents of  an  instrument,  can  preclude  the  reading  of  it,  for  till  it  has 

dence  of  the  recited  deed  against  the  grantor  and  all  persons  claiming  by  title 
derived  from  him  subsequently  :  Jackson  y.  Harrington^  9  Cow.  86.  But  such 
recital  is  not  evidence  against  a  stranger,  nor  against  one  who  claims  by  title  de- 
rived from  the  grantor  before  the  deed  which  contains  the  recital :  Penrose  y, 
Grriffitkj  4  Binn.  231 ;  Garwood  v.  Dennis,  Ibid.  327 ;  Morris^  Lessee  v.  Vande- 
ren,  I  Dall.  67  j  Hites*  Heirs  v.  Schroder,  3  Litt.  447.  Thus  recitals  of  mesne 
conveyances,  contained  in  a  patent  from  the  Commonwealth  to  A.,  are  not  evi- 
dence of  these  conveyances  against  B.  who  claims  under  a  warrant  from  the 
€k>mmonwealth  issued  prior  to  the  date  of  the  patent :  Bdl  v.  Wetherill,  2  S.  & 
R.  350  J  Stewart  v.  Butler,  Ibid.  382.  This  rule,  however,  does  not  hold  where 
the  defendant  shows  no  title :  Downing  v.  Oallagher,  Ibid.  455.  Whether,  after 
long  possession,  a  recital  in  a  patent  would  not  be  evidence  in  such  case.  Qucere, 
Penrose  v.  Griffith,  ubi  sup.  But  where  a  satisfactory  foundation  is  laid  of  the 
former  existence  and  loss  of  an  ancient  deed,  and  where  the  subscribing  wit- 
nesses have  been  long  dead,  and  there  has  been  no  possession  against  the  deed, 
and  the  recital  is  made  by  those  who  were  likely  to  be  acquainted  with'the  truth 
of  the  fact ;  such  recital  is  evidence  of  the  lost  deed  as  against  strangers  :  Gar- 
wood V.  Dennis,  ubi  sup.  So  a  deed  containing  a  recital  by  the  person  to  whom 
the  lost  deed  is  alleged  to  have  been  made,  who  had  been  in  possession  a  long 
time,  and  who  held  originally  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  may  be  admitted  to  ex- 
plain the  nature  of  his  possession,  and  to  show  that  he  exercised  acts  of  owner- 
ship, of  a  public  nature,  inconsistent  with  the  curtesy-estate :  Ibid.  Though 
the  existence  of  an  absolute  deed  or  lease,  may  be  proved  by  a  recital  in  another 
deed  against  the  party  making  such  recital,  and  all  claiming  under  him,  yet  it 
seems  that  the  existence  of  an  outstanding  mortgage  cannot  be  proved  by  such 
recital ;  for,  if  produced,  it  might  appear  to  have  been  satisfied,  no  release  be- 
ing necessary  to  restore  the  title  to  the  mortgagor:  Jackson  v.  Davis,  18. Johns. 
11,  12,  per  Piatt,  J.  A  recital  in  a  deed,  that  certain  land  had  become  the 
property  of  A.,  h  primd  Jaeie  evidence  against  the  grantor,  that  A.  had  an  estate 
in  fee,  subject  to  be  rebutted  by  proof  that  he  had  a  life  estate  only :  Stoever  v. 
Lessee  of  Whitman,  6  Binn.  416.  But  a  recital  that  the  grantor  had  entered 
upon  lands,  conveyed  to  A.,  for  condition  broken,  does  not  estop  a  party  who 
claims  under  A.,  and  not  under  the  deed  containing  the  recital,  though  that  deed 
is  given  in  evidence  by  him  to  prove  a  conveyance  to  A. :  Ibid.  A  recital  in  a 
deed  by  two  trustees,  that  a  third  trustee  had  refused  to  intermeddle  with  the 
trust,  is  not  evidence  of  the  fact :  Milner  v.  Cummings,  4  Yeates  577.  But  re- 
citals in  a  conveyance  are  evidence  of  pedigree :  Lessee  of  Paxton  v.  Price,  1 
Yeates  500  -,  Morris^  Lessee  v.  Vanderen,  ubi  sup.  If  an  ancient  deed — which 
when  possession  corresponds,  proves  itself — recite  a  power  of  attorney  necessary 
to  give  it  validity,  the  due  execution  of  the  power  will  be  presumed :  Doe  v. 
Phelps,  9  Johns.  169 ;  Doe  v.  Campbell,  10  Ibid.  475,  s.  p.  So,  if  the  reciting 
deed  is  proved  in  the  usual  manner :  Davidson's  Lessee  v.  Beatty,  3  Har.  & 
McHen.  504.  If  a  testator  recite  in  his  will  that  he  has  conveyed  his  lands  to  per- 
sons therein  named,  such  recital  will  estop  his  heirs  from  claiming  the  lands : 
Den  V.  Cornell,  3  Johns.  Gas.  174.    An  admission,  contained  in  a  recital  of  a 
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been  read  the  court  cannot  judge  of  the  objection.^  The  deposition 
of  one  Cowden  was  offered  in  evidence,  and  proof  was  given  of  the 
death  of  one  Cowden  who  lived  at  Bow ;  and  Reynolds,  C.  B.,  al- 
lowed the  deposition  to  be  read  upon  this  evidence,  because  it  did 
not  appear,  otherwise  than  by  the  deposition,  that  Cowden  lived  else- 
where than  at  Bow,  and  therefore  the  objection,  that  the  Cowden 
r*'^7Ql  ^'^^^^  death  was  proved  was  not  the  Cowden  who  *made  the 
deposition,  was  incomplete  unless  it  was  coupled  with  the 
deposition.^  But  he  said  he  would  leave  it  to  a  jury  to  determine 
whether  the  man  whose  death  was  proved  was  the  man  who  made  the 
deposition.^  If  upon  the  reading  it  appear  that  some  part  is  not 
properly  admissible  in  evidence,  as  if  it  rest  upon  mere  hearsay,  or  if 
an  accomplice  in  his  confession  charge  a  confederate,  the  court  will, 
upon  summing  up,  advise  the  jury  to  leave  the  objectionable  part  out 
of  their  consideration.* 

It  is  also  a  rule  that  no  intrinsic  matter  will  obviate  an  extrinsic 
objection  to  the  reading  of  the  document."^ 

It  is  also  a  general  rule,  that  where  any  document  is  produced  and 
read  by  one  party,  the  whole  is  to  be  read,  if  the  adversary  require 
it ;''  for  unless  the  whole  be  read  there  can  be  no  certainty  as  to  the 

^  Where  an  objection  was  taken  to  the  reading  an  entry  from  a  corporation- 
book,  on  the  ground  that  it  contained  many  things  not  relating  to  the  corpora- 
tion, Lord  Hardwicke  said,  that  as  the  objection  was  derived  from  the  book 
itself,  it  was  impossible  to  say  that  it  should  not  be  read ;  bnt  that  if  any  mate- 
rial objection  should  appear  to  the  book  on  reading,  he  would  mention  it  to  the 
jury  oil  summing  up:  Moore  v.  Mayor  of  Hastings^  17  How.  St.  Tr.  845.  It  is, 
however,  to  be  observed,  that  the  Court  may  look  at  and  read  a  document,  in 
order  to  ascertam  whether  it  is  admissible — e.  g.f  in  a  case  of  a  stamp  ob- 
jection— without  having  it  read  aloud.  The  rule  upon  this  subject  has  been 
much  better  understood  of  late,  and  the  old  cases  can  hardly  be  treated  as 
authorities. 

»  Benson  v.  Olive,  1  Ford^s  MS.  146. 

^  Ibid.    This  seems  to  be  erroneous ;  as  it  was  a  question  for  the  judge. 

*  See  Lord  Hardwicke's  observations,  17  How.  St.  Tr.  845 ;  Moore  v.  The 
Mayor  of  Haetings;  and  of  Wood,  B.,  in  Bullet^  v.  Michel,  2  Price  405. 

"» 1  Ford»s  MS.  115;  Adamthwaite  v.  Singe,  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  113. 

■  Earl  of  Bath  v,  Baticrsea,  5  Mod.  9 ;  1  Ford's  MS.  146 ;  Andr.  258 ;  but 

deed  of  one  of  the  lessors  in  ejectment,  is  evidence  aginst  all  of  them  :  Brandt 
V.  Klein,  16  Johns.  335.  M. 

As  to  recitals  in  deeds ;  see  Yahoola  Milling  Co,  v.  Toby,  40  Ga.  479  ;  Scharff 
V.  Keener,  14  P.  F.  Smith  376;  Schuylkill  Co.  v.  McCreary,  8  Ibid.  304;  Old- 
ham V.  McClanahan,  2  Duvall  416  ;  Beeching^s  Appeal,  2  Brewst.  202;  Clarke  v. 
Crego,  47  Barb.  599 ;  Williams  v.  Keyser,  1 1  Fla.  234  ;  Deeny  v.  Gray,  5  Wall . 
795. 


INTRINSIC    OBJECTIONS.  580 

real  sense  and  meaning  *of  the  entire  document.  The  en-  r:nroA-| 
tirety,  however,  required  by  this  rule,  is  confined  to  the  ^  ^ 
document  in  the  state  in  which  it  is  produced ;  the  fact  that  as  pro- 
duced it  is  in  a  mutilated  state,  applies  not  to  the  admissibility,  but 
to  the  value  of  the  evidence.®  Upon  the  same  principle,  where  one 
document  refers  to  another,  the  latter  is,  for  the  purpose  of  such  re- 
ference, incorporated  with  the  former,  and  may  be  read  to  explain  it ; 
as  where  the  deposition  of  the  captain  of  a  ship  refers  to  the  log- 
book ;P  or  a  letter  produced  upon  notice  refers  to  other  letters  ;^  or 
an  interrogatory  upon  the  examination  of  a  witness  to  a  letter.'    A 

see  supra,  p.  444.  In  equity,  when  a  passage  is  read  from  the  defendant's 
answer,  all  the  facts  stated  in  that  passage  must  be  read ;  and  if  it  refer  to 
facts  stated  in  any  other  passage,  that  must  be  read  for  the  purpose  of  explana- 
tion ;  but  if  new  facts  be  contained  in  such  other  passage,  they  are  to  be  read 
for  the  purpose  of  explanation  onl}' :  Barilett  v.  Gillord,  3  Russ.  159.  Where, 
in  a  suit  for  a  legacy,  the  executor  in  the  answer  admitted  assets,  but  insisted 
that  under  the  circumstances  the  legacy  had  been  paid,  it  was  held  (in  equity) 
that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  read  the  admission  without  reading  the  addi- 
tional statement:  Connop  y.  Hayward^  1  Y.  &  C.  33.  So  where  it  was  necessary 
to  prove  a  rule  of  a  benefit  society  by  a  transcript  of  the  rules  in  the  office  of 
the  clerk  of  the  peace,  it  was  held  requisite  to  produce  a  transcript  of  all  the 
rules :  R.  v.  Boynes^  1  C.  &  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  65.  Where  part  of  a  return  to 
the  office  of  first  fruits,  stating  a  collation  to  a  rectory,  was  material  and 
admitted,  it  was  held  that  the  rest  of  the  return  was  admissible,  as  showing 
the  value  and  accuracy  of  the  document:  Irish  Society  v.  Bishop  of  Derry,  12 
CI.  &  F.  641. 

°  Tindall,  C.  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  judges  in  Lord  Trimlesiown  v. 
Kemmis,  9  CI.  &  F,  775. 

^  Where  an  agreement,  under  which  a  party  contended  that  possession  of  a 
ship  to  be  built  for  him  had  been  given  him,  in  order  to  show  that  the  assignees 
of  the  builder  of  the  ship  (who  had  become  bankrupt]  had  no  title,  recited  a 
former  agreement  on  which  the  assignees  relied  to  show  their  title,  it  was  held 
that  the  assignees  were  entitled  to  have  the  letter  read :  Goss  v.  Quinton,  4  Sco. 
N.  S.  471 ;  and  Falconer  v.  Hanson,  1  Camp.  171 ;  Johnson  v.  Gilson,  4  Esp.  C. 
21 ;   Wheeler  v.  Atkins,  5  Esp.  C.  246. 

^  Johnson  V.  Gilson,  4  Esp.  21  -,  secus,  if  the  letter  merely  states  that  others 
are  enclosed  under  its  cover.  Where  letters  are  put  in,  bearing  different  dates, 
others  sent  in  the  interval,  which  form  part  of  the  same  correspondence,  cannot 
be  received  unless  expressly  referred  to  in  the  letters  put  in :  Sturge  v. 
Buchanan,  2  M.  &  Rob.  90.  Where  the  plaintiff  proposed  to  give  in  evidence 
a  letter  of  the  defendant's  attorney,  which  appeared  to  be  an  answer  to  one 
from  the  plaintiff's  attorney.  Pollock,  C.  6.,  thought  he  ought  not  to  do  so 
without  putting  in  the  latter:  Watson  v.  Moore,  1  C.  &  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  626. 
But  see  contra,  Lord  Barrymore  v.  Taylor,  1  Esp.  326. 

'  Wheeler  v.  Atkins,  5  Esp.  C.  246,  and  note  •,  if  the  interrogating  party  refuse 
to  produce  the  letter,  he  musl  abandon  the  whole  of  the  interrogatories.  Where, 
however,  a  book  of  accounts,  or  shop  book,  is  produced  in  evidence  at  the  re- 
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written  answer  made  by  a  party  to  a  question  proposed  to  him,  can- 
not,  it  is  said,  be  *read  without  showing  the  question  to  which 
L  J  it  relates,'  not  as  evidence  of  the  fact,  but  to  explain  the 
answer. 

But  letters  written  by  a  party  are  evidence  against  him  without 
producing  those  to  which  such  letters  are  answers;*  and  a  letter 
written  by  the  plaintiff's  agent  to  a  witness  is  evidence  against  the 
plaintiff,""  and  does  not  make  the  answer  of  the  witness  evidence  for 
the  plaintiff. 

It  is  also  a  general  rule,  that  whenever  a  party  makes  a  state- 
ment or  admission,  whether  it  be  oral  or  written,  which  is  after- 
wards used  against  him  as  evidence  of  the  stated  or  admitted  fact, 
the  whole  of  the  contemporaneous  statement  or  declaration  must  be 
received ;  the  part  which  operates  for  him,  as  well  as  that  which 
makes  against  him,  is  admissible  evidence  to  prove  the  existence  of 
the  fact.  Thus,  where  the  defendant  stated  an  account,  in  which  he 
admitted  the  plaintiff's  claim  to  a  certain  extent,  but  stated  also  a 

quest  of  one  of  the  parties,  the  reading  an  entry  from  it  does  not  entitle  the 
other  party  to  read  all  the  other  entries  in  the  book,  but  only  such  as  relate  to 
the  same  particular  subject  matter.  Per  Abbot,  G.  J.,  Catt  y.  Howard^  3  Stark. 
C.  (3  £.  C.  L.  R.)  3 ;  and  see  ante,  p.  235 ;  but  see  Wharam  v.  EouUedge,  5 
Esp.  C.  235. 

■  Bex  V.  Picton^  How.  St.  Tr.  vol.  xxx.  p.  466 ;  and  see  Watson  v.  Moore, 
supra.  But  an  answer  in  chancery  is  evidence  as  an  admission  under  the 
defendant's  hand,  where  the  bill  is  proved  to  have  been  lost:  Hart  v.  Harrison, 
Mich.  3  Geo.  II. ;  1  Ford's  MS.  145.  On  an  examination  before  the  commis- 
sioners of  bankruptcy,  a  machine  copy  of  a  letter  was  produced  by  the  witness, 
of  which  the  solicitor  to  the  commission  took  a  copy,  held,  that  in  an  action  by 
the  assignees,  the  latter  copy  was  inadmissible  against  the  party  producing  the 
machine  copy,  without  reading  his  examination,  although  notice  had  been 
given  to  produce  the  machine  copy :  Holland  v.  Reeves,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  36. 

*  Lord  Barrymore  v.  Taylor,  1  Esp.  C.  326.  The  admission  by  a  witness  in 
court  is  evidence  against  him,  although  he  was  prevented  from  entering  into 
any  explanation:  Collett  y.  Lord  Keith,  4  Esp.  C.  212.  So  the  examination  of 
a  party  by  commissioners  of  bankruptcy,  signed  by  him,  is  evidence,  although 
part  only  was  taken  down  :  Milward  y.  Forbes,  4  Esp.  0.  172. 

"  Where  the  plaintiff's  agent  wrote  a  letter  to  a  witness  (living  abroad  and 
examined  by  commission],  the  draft  of  which  was  shown  to  and  approved  by 
his  attorney;  held,  that  the  draft  was  admissible  without  producing  theoriginaK 
as  evidence  of  an  act  done,  but  that  the  answer  of  the  witness  to  the  agent  was 
not  admissible :  Bawlins  v.  Desborough,  8  C.  &  P.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  321 ;  2  M. 
&  Rob.  70. 
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counterclaim  for  a  sum  specified,  it  was  '^'admitted  that  the   r^cgoi 
plaintiff  on  this  evidence  was  entitled  to  recover  no  more 
than  the  balance.* 

The  principle  does  not  apply  where  another  entry  happens  to  be 
made  upon  the  same  paper  or  parchment,  wholly  distinct  from  that 
which  the  party  reads  in  evidence/ 

And  the  rule  is  subject  to  the  qualification  that  the  additional 
statement  must  be  so  connected  with  that  which  has  been  given  in 
evidence  as  tending  to  show  its  true  nature  and  bearing." 

Where  a  party  is  under  the  necessity  of  producing  and  r*cQQi 
^proving  a  writing  in  order  to  connect  a  defendant  with  the 
act  of  an  agent,  the  recital  of  the  authority  under  which  the  agent 
assumes  to  act  will  not  relieve  the  latter  from  the  necessity  of 
proving  that  authority  in  his  own  justification  by  the  proper  evi- 
dence.* 

*  Randle  v.  Blackburn^  5  Taunt.  (1  E.  C.  L.  R.)  245;  Harrison  v.  Turner,  10 
Q.  B.  (59  E.  0.  L.  R.)  482.  So  where,  in  order  to  prove  a  sufficient  memorandum 
of  an  order  for  goods,  within  the  17th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  a  letter 
of  the  alleged  purchaser  was  read  in  evidence  which  admitted  the  order,  but 
which  also  asserted  that  the  goods  had  not  been  delivered  in  time ;  it  was  held 
that  parol  testimony  was  inadmissible  to  prove  that  no  time  was  Mentioned : 
Cooper  V.  Smith,  15  East  103.  So,  if  the  drawer  of  a  bill  say  that  he  does  not 
mean  to  insist  on  notice  of  dishonor,  but  that  he  is  only  bound  to  pay  £70,  the 
whole  statement  must  be  taken  together,  and  the  holder  can  recover  no  more 
than  £70 :  Fletcher  v.  Froggatt,  2  C.  &  P.  (12  E.  C.  L.  R.)  569.  A  person,  on 
his  examination  before  commissioners  of  bankruptcy,  does  not  bring  his  books 
with  him,  but  while  under  examination  consents  that  the  accountant  shall  make 
extracts  from  them ;  such  extracts  were  not  allowed  to  be  used  in  evidence  with- 
out reading  the  examination  :  Yates  v.  Camaew,  3  C.  &  P.  (14  E.  G.  L.  R.)  99. 
But  where  the  plaintiffs  sue  upon  an  account  rendered  by  the  defendant,  they 
may  impeach  by  other  evidence  an  item  in  that  account,  although  the  account 
rendered  was  the  only  evidence  in  the  action :  Rose  v.  Savory,  2  Bing.  N.  G. 
(29  E.  G.  L.  R.)  145. 

y  Sturge  v.  Buchanan,  10  Ad.  &  E.  (37  E.  C.  L.  R.)  598  j  and  see  Adey  v. 
Bridges,  2  Stark.  G.  (3  E.  G.  L.  R.)  189  ;  where,  in  an  action  against  a  sheriff 
for  a  false  return,  it  was  held  by  Ilolroyd,  J.,  that  the  plaintiff  having  given  in 
evidence  a  copy  of  the  writ,  the  defendant  was  not  entitled  to  have  his  return 
read,  which  formed  no  part  of  the  document  which  the  plaintiff  gave  in  evi- 
dence. 

»  Supra,  pp.  234,  235 ;  Prince  v.  Samo,  7  Ad.  &  E.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  627.  So, 
in  an  action  for  an  assault,  a  letter  had'  been  written  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney, 
containing  an  apology  *,  it  was  held,  that  parts  of  it,  extolling  his  client's  charac- 
ter for  respectability,  could  not  be  read,  nor  was  the  letter  admissible  at  all,  if 
expressed  to  be  written  '^ without  prejudice;''  Healey  v.  Thatcher,  8  G.  &  P. 
(34  E.  G.  L.  R.)  388. 

•  Gray  v.  Smith,  1  Gamp.  387.    Vol.  II.,  tit.  Trespass,  Aoenct  ;  Stanley  v. 

35 
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It  is  a  rule  equally  general  with  the  former,  that  in  a  court  of 
law,  it  is  for  the  jury  to  consider  what  credit  is  to  be  attached  to 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  particular  statement,  whether  oral  or 
written,^  although  a  rule  less  flexible  seems  to  have  been  adopted  in 
equity/  It  has  also  been  seen  that  this  rule  does  not  make  that 
evidence  which  has  an  insufficient  legal  foundation ;  as,  for  instance, 
where  that  which  is  stated  in  the  document  professes  to  be  the  mere 
belief  or  opinion  of  the  party,  or  nothing  more  than  hearsay. 

Fiddm,  5  B.  &  Aid.  (7  E.  C.  L.  R.)  425.  So  a  plaintiff  in  a  tithe  suit  in  the 
Exchequer,  who  read  part  of  the  defendant's  answer  to  show  what  the  issues 
were,  was  not  concluded  by  the  depositions  contained  in  such  answer :  Kempson 
V.  Yorke,  8  Price  13. 

^  Randall  v.  Blackburn,  5  Taunt.  (1  £.  C.  L.  R.)  245 ;  Beckham  v.  OsbornCy  6 
M.  &  G.  (46  E.  C.  L.  R.)  771.  In  the  case  of  Bermon  v.  Wbodbridge,  Doug. 
788,  the  whole  of  plaintiff's  case  rested  on  the  testimony  of  one  witness.  Lord 
Mansfield  said  that  the  jury  might  credit  what  the  witness  said  for  the  plain- 
tiff, although  they  disbelieved  what  he  stated  for  the  defendant ;  but  that  if 
they  did  not  believe  his  testimony  for  the  plaintfff,  the  rest  of  his  testimony 
was  clearly  immaterial,  for  he  was  not  to  be  believed  at  all,  and  so  there 
was  no  case  proved  by  the  plaintiff;  and  see  Partington  v.  Butcher ^  6  Esp.  C. 
66 ;  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Limitations. 

«  Supra,  p.  445. 
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Having  thus  treated  of  the  general  principles  which  regulate  the 
admissibility  of  evidence,  and  also  of  the  nature  and  qualities  of  the 
different  instruments  of  evidence,  a  more  interesting  branch  of  the 
subject,  tljie  application  of  these  principles  and  instruments  to  the 
proof  of  issues  generally  and  particularly,  is  now  to  be  considered. 

It  is  to  be  recollected  that  every  verdict  is  compounded  of  law 
and  fact:  of  the  facts,  as  ascertained  by  the  finding  of  the  jury ;  of 
the  law,  as  expounded  by  the  judge,  with  relation  to  the  evidence, 
and  applied  by  the  jury  to  the  facts.  The  trial  is  the  process  by 
which  the  facts  are  thus  ascertained  and  the  law  applied. 

In  this  proceeding  it  is  the  business  of  the  parties  to  supply  the 
necessary  evidence;  it  is  the  province  of  the  court  to  pronounce  on 
the  legal  effect  of  the  evidence ;  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  jury  to 
decide  upon  the  facts,  and  to  apply  the  law.*  Hence  naturally  result 
three  distinct  subjects  for  consideration  :  and  first,  as  to  the  evidence 
to  be  supplied  by  the  parties. 


CHAPTER  I. 

EVIDENCE  TO  BE  SUPPLIED  BY  THE  PARTIES. 

This  branch  of  the  division  suggests  two  principal  questions  for 
inquiry :  first,  upon  whom  the  proof  of  an  issue  *or  fact  is  in-   r*coc-i 
cumbent;  secondly,  as  to  the  nature,  quality  and  quantity 
of  the  evidence  to  be  adduced^  in  general  and  particular. 

*  Or  by  a  special  verdict  to  find  the  facts,  so  as  to  enable  the  court  afterwards 
to  apply  the  law. 
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1st.  Upon  whom  the  proof  is  incumbeDt.^ 

The  general  rule  is  in  conformity  with  the  suggestions  of  natural 
reason  and  a  principle  of  obvious  convenience ;  that  the  party  who 
alleges  the  aflBrmative  of  any  proposition  shall  prove  it  ;•  for  a  nega- 

r*^861   *'^®  ^^®^  ^^^  admit  of  the  *simple  and  direct  proof  of  which 
an  affirmative  is  capable.^     And  this  is  conformable  with  the 
maxim  of  the  civil  law,  "  Hi  incumbit  probatio  qui  dicit,  non  qui 
negatJ"^ 

^  The  question  frequently  inyolveB  that  of  the  right  to  begin,  which  is  treated 
of,  post,  p.  595,  et  seq. 

•  B.  N.  P.  298 ;  Vin.  Abr.,  Ev.  (S.  a.) ;  Litt.  R.  36 ;  Gilb.  Law  of  Ev.  148. 
Frohatio  incumbit  ei  qui  aUegat;  negantis  autem  per  rerum  naturam  nulla  est 
probatio :  Dig.  lib.  22,  tit.  Probat.  See  Catherwood  v.  Chabaud,  1  B.  &  G.  (8 
E.  G.  L.  R.)  150;  where  it  was  held,  that  a  defendant,  who  pleaded  an  agree- 
ment between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendant,  conditional  on  its  being  assented 
to  by  all  the  creditors  of  the  defendant,  was  bound  to  prove  the  assent  of  all 
the  creditors.  On  an  agreement  by  the  defendant  to  pay  £100  if  the  plaintiff 
would  not  send  herrings  for  one  twelvemonth  to  the  London  market,  and  in 
particular  to  the  house  of  J,  and  A,  M,,  the  plaintiff  proved  he  had  sent  no 
herrings  during  the  twelvemonth  to  the  house  of  J.  and  A,  M. :  held  sufficient 
to  entitle  him  to  recover:  no  proof  being  given  that  he  had  sent  herrings 
within  that  time  to  the  London  market :  Calder  v.  Rutherford,  3  B.  &  B.  (7  E. 
G.  L.  R.)  302.  The  question  upon  whom  lies  the  onus  of  proof  is  often,  though 
not  always,  identical  with  the  question  who  ought  to  begin.  This  latter  ques- 
tion will  be  discussed  presently,  and  the  cases  upon  it  will  throw  considerable 
light  upon  the  former  question.  In  many  cases  in  may  be  resolved  by  the  in- 
quiry, who  would  be  entitled  to  the  verdict  if  no  evidence  were  given?  In  the 
case  of  Amas  v.  Hughes,  1  M.  &  Rob.  464,  Alderson,  B.,  observed,  that  '*  Ques- 
tions of  this  kind  are  not  to  be  decided  by  simply  ascertaining  on  which  side 
the  affirmative  in  point  of  form  lies ;  the  proper  test  is,  which  party  would  be 
successful  if  no  evidence  at  all  were  given  ?*'  In  that  caset  he  declaration  alleged 
a  breach  of  contract  in  not  embossing  calico  in  a  workmanlike  manner ;  the 
plea,  on  which  issue  was  joined,'  alleged  that  the  defendant  did  emboss  the 
calico  in  a  workmanlike  manner.  And  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to 
begin,  for  if  no  evidence  were  to  be  given  on  either  side,  the  defendant  would 
be  entitled  to  the  verdict,  as  it  was  not  to  be  presumed  that  the  work  was  badly 
executed.  In  replevin,  or  in  other  cases  where  the  issue  lies  on  the  plaintiff, 
he  is  compelled  to  begin:  Curtis  v.  Wheeler,  1  M.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  493. 
Where  the  plaintiff  in  his  plea  to  cognisances,  stated  facts  amounting  to  non 
tenuit,  yet  the  affirmative  being  on  him,  it  was  held  that  he  was  entitled  to 
begin :  WUliams  v.  Thomas,  4  C.  &  P.  (19  E.  G.  L.  R.)  234. 

'  Thus,  upon  an  issue  to  which  the  plaintiffs  alleged  that  certain  goods  were 
not  their  property,  and  the  defendant  alleged  they  were  their  goods,  the  onus 
of  the  proof  was  held  by  Lord  Abinger  to  be  on  the  defendant :  Hudson  v. 
Brown,  8  G.  &  P.  (34  E.  G.  L.  R)  774. 

^  The  burden  of  proof  is  always  with  the  party  who  takes  the  affirmative  in 
pleading :  Phelps  v.  HartweU,  1  Mass.  71 ;  Phillips  v.  Ford,  9  Pick.  39 ;  Loring 
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The  proof  is  of  course  to  be  governed  bj  the  issue ;  that  is,  some 
matter  of  fact  alleged  by  one  party  and  denied  by  the  other,  on  the 
existence  or  non-existence  of  which  the  claim  or  defence  is  rested. 

The  party  who  alleges  the  affirmative  of  such  a  fact  is  bound  to 
prove  it,  otherwise  it  remains  unproved  and  the  party  fails  in  his 
claim  or  defence.  So,  if  no  evidence  be  given  on  either  side.  And 
as  the  party  alleging  and  bound  to  prove  the  affirmative  would  fail, 
if  no  evidence  were  given ;  so,  conversely,  if  it  appeared  that  in  case 
no  evidence  were  given  either  party  would  fail,  the  conclusion  would 
show  that  he  was  the  party  on  whom  the  onus  of  proof  lay.  This, 
however,  is  but  the  same  position  in  a  different  shape ;  the  question, 
Who  would  fail  if  no  evidence  were  given  ?  must  be  decided  by  the 
answer  to  the  further  question,  Who  alleges,  and  is  bound  to  prove 
the  affirmative? 

It  may  then  be  regarded  as  a  general  rule,  that  a  party  who  alleges 
an  affirmative  must  prove  it  according  to  the  rule  of  the  civil  law ; 
but  doubt  sometimes  arises  on  the  question,  who  does,  in  legal  con- 
sideration, allege  the  affirmative.  It  is  to  be  remarked  that  a  law 
operates  by  annexing  some  defined  consequence  to  some  defined  state 
of  things.  That  to  put  the  law  in  motion  it  is,  of  course,  essential 
that  the  suitor  should  establish  such  a  state  of  things  as  warrants 
such  legal  interference ;  the  law,  till  that  be  done,  remains  quiescent, 
neither  presuming  the  existence  of  a  right  until  it  be  shown  to  exist 
by  competent  means,  nor  the  existence  *of  any  fact  essential  ^^f^r^rrn 
to  the  right.  So,  although  the  law  is  quiescent  until  liability  ^  -^ 
be  proved,  yet  when  legal  liability  has  once  been  established,  the  law 
does  not  discharge  a  party  from  a  legal  liability  proved  to  exist,  un- 
less such  discharge  be  also  established  by  like  means.  Hence,  again, 
as  the  law  will  not  presume  such  a  discharge,  neither  will  it  presume 
any  fact  or  state  of  things  essential  to  such  discharge,  and  not  estab- 
lished by  sufficient  proof.  When  therefore  issue  is  joined  between 
the  parties,  the  question  as  regards  the  onus  of  proof  is.  Which  of 
them  has  alleged  the  existence  of  a  state  of  things  essential  to  his 

V.  SUineman,  I  Met.  204 ;  Costigan  v.  Railroad  Co,,  2  Denio  609 ;  Givena  y. 
Tidmore,  8  Ala.  746 ;  Xeal  v.  Fesperman,  1  Jones  (N.  C.)  Rep.  446 ;  McClure 
V.  PurrelL  6  Ind.  330.  The  true  test  to  determine  where  18  the  burden  of  proof, 
is  to  consider  which  party  would  be  entitled  to  the  verdict  if  no  evidence  were 
offered  on  either  side  ;  for  the  burden  of  proof  lies  on  the  party  against  whom 
in  such  case  the  verdict  ought  to  be  given :  Vieths  v.  Hagge,  8  Clarke  163.  As 
to  burden  of  proof,  see  White  v.  Howard,  52  Barb.  294 ;  McKinney,  v.  Slack,  4 
Green  164 ;  Winatis  v.  Winans,  Ibid.  220;  Weaver  v.  Aufourj  30  La.  Ann.  1 ; 
Church  V.  Fagin,  43  Mo.  123  ;  Sauthwarth  v.  Eoag,  42  111.  446 ;  Oaka  v.  Harri- 
<(m,  24  Iowa  179 ;  Burton  y.  Mason,  26  Ibid.  392. 
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claim  or  defence  ?  if  he  does  not  establish  it  by  competent  means  it 
remains  unproved,  and  ex  ht/pothese  that  party  must  fail.' 

Thus  the  proof  of  an  allegation  of  deficiency  lies  on  the  party  who 
alleges  it,  although  it  imply  a  negative,  for  this  is  not  to  prove  a 
mere  negative,  but  to  prove  an  actual  relation  in  point  of  magnitude 
or  value.  Hence  upon  an  issue,  whether  land  assigned  for  payment 
of  a  legacy  was  deficient  in  value,  it  was  held  that  the  party  who 
alleged  that  it  was  deficient  was  forced  to  prove  it.* 

It  is  to  be  observed,  concerning  these  positions,  that  the  rule 
that  the  party  who  alleges  the  affirmative  is  bound  to  prove  it  is  not 
correct  in  principle,  unless  by  alleging  the  affirmative  is  to  be  under- 
stood the  allegation  of  any  new  matter  or  relation,  the  truth  of  which 
is  essential  to  the  allegant's  case.  If  affirmative  merely  meant 
affirmative  in  form,  the  effect  would  frequently  be  directly  at  vari- 
ance with  the  clear  principles  just  adverted  to.  The  rule  of  the  civil 
law  indeed  by  its  latter  branch,  neffantis  autem  propria  nulla  est  pro- 
batioy  seems  as  if  it  had  been  intended  to  show  the  principle  on  which 
the  oniLB  probandi  is  thrown  on  the  affirmant,  as  though  the  rule 
were  founded  in  necessity.  This  is  not  true;  theproof  of  a  negative, 
although  attended  with  inconvenience  and  difficulty,  is  yet  practicable, 
and  although  convenience  may  be  properly  used  as  an  *argu- 
*-         J   ment  for  relieving  from  the  burden  of  a  negative  proof  in 

•  Berty  v.  Dormer^  12  Mod.  526. 

'  If  the  defendant  would  show  matter  in  avoidance,  after  a  primd  facie  case 
has  been  made  out  by  the  plaintiff,  the  burden  of  proof  shifts  upon  him : 
Gray  v.  Gardner^  17  Mass.  188 ;  Attlehorough  v.  Middlehorough^  10  Pick.  378; 
Davis  V.  Jenneyj  1  Met.  221 ;  Powers  v.  Russell,  13  Pick.  69 ;  Mc  Gregory  v.  Pres- 
cott,  5  Gush.  67 ;  Zerbe  v.  Miller^  4  Harris  488 ;  Yarnell  v.  Anderson^  14  Mo. 
619;  BurrellY,  Snelly  5  Fos.  474;  Brown  v.  Woodbury j  5  Ind.  254;  Seavey  v. 
Dearborn^  19  N.  H.  351.  A  party  setting  up  the  statute  of  limitations  as  a  bar 
to  a  claim  of  property,  has  the  burden  of  showing  an  adverse  possession  in 
himself  during  the  period  required  by  the  statute :  Stewart  y.  Cheatham^  3 
Yerg.  60 ;  see  Taylor  v.  Spears,  1  Eng.  381  ;  Duggan  v.  Cole,  2  Tex,  381. 
Where,  to  avoid  the  operation  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  the  complainant 
relies  upon  the  fraudulent  concealment  of  the  cause  of  action,  the  burden  is 
upon  him  to  prove  such  fraudulent  concealment:  Reeves  v.  Dougherty,  7  Yerg. 
222.  Where  an  article  is  sold,  with  a  warranty  or  a  representation  amounting 
to  a  warranty  as  to  its  quality,  and  in  an  action  by  the  seller  to  recover  the 
price,  the  buyer  relies  upon  a  breach  of  the  warranty  or  the  falsity  of  the  rep- 
resentation, to  reduce  the  amount  of  his  liability,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on 
him  to  show  that  the  quality  of  the  article  does  not  correspond  with  the  war- 
ranty or  representation:  Dorr  v.  Fisher,  1  Gush.  271.  If  a  party  would  avoid 
the  effect  of  a  promise  made  by  him,  by  insisting  that  it  was  made  in  ignorance 
of  material  facts,  the  burden  rests  upon  him  of  proving  that  he  was  thus 
ignorant :  Burton  v.  Blinn,  23  Vt.  151. 
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particular  defined  instances,  it  supplies  no  certain  ground  for  a  gen- 
eral rule. 

It  is  to  be  carefully  remarked,  that  although  as  a  general  rule  the 
law  neither  presumes  liability  or  discharge  from  liability,  nor  any 
fact  or  state  of  things  essential  to  such  liability  or  discharge,  not 
established  by  competent  means,  the  law  does  not,  in  the  absence  of 
proof  of  a  negative  where  it  is  material  to  a  right/  assume  the 
affirmative  to  be  true ;  it  is,  on  the  contrary,  frequently  essential  to 
the  establishment  of  right  to  prove  the  negative  of  facts.'  Thus,  if 
A.  claim  as  heir  at  law  of  B.  his  elder  brother,  it  is  essential  to 
prove,  not  only  the  death  of  B.y  but  that  he  died  without  leaving 
issue;  till  this  be  proved  his  title  as  heir  is  not  shown,  and  the  nega- 
tive is  not  to  be  presumed,  as  the  law  will  not,  from  the  mere  absence 
of  evidence,  infer  or  assume  that  the  elder  brother  died  without  law- 
ful issue,  as  that  would  be  to  presume  a  state  of  things  to  exist  in 
support  of  the  claimant's  title  ;  that  is,  in  truth,  to  presume  title. 

The  operation  of  this  general  principle  may  be  carried  further. 
It  seems  that  the  law  will  not  infer  the  existence  of  a  state  of  things 
involving  a  negative  from  the  mere  absence  of  evidence  to  prove  the 
affirmative,  even  in  a  case  where  such  state  of  things  is  the  same 
with  that  already  admitted  to  exist,  and  where  consequently  some 
presumption  in  its  favor  might  be  made  as  to  its  continuance.  This 
conclusion  seems  to  be  warranted  by  the  general  principle  r^coq-i 
*of  law  just  adverted  to,  but  it  is  also  supported,  if  support 
be  necessary,  by  the  rule  that  every  fact  is  to  be  proved  by  the  best 
evidence  that  the  case  reasonably  admits  of,  and  the  consideration 
that  actual  evidence  of  the  state  of  things,  at  any  point  of  time,  must 
usually  be  more  satisfactory  than  a  mere  negative  inference  that  no 
^  change  has  occurred,  because  none  is  proved  to  have  occurred. 

Although  the  general  principles  may  require  proof  of  a  nega- 
tive in  the  sense  explained,  they  relieve  from  proof  of  the  negative 
of  any  matter,  where  the  existence  of  the  affirmative  is  essential  to 

'  Or  a  discharge ;  thus,  in  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  the  defence  to 
which  is  the  non-communication  of  a  material  fact,  it  is  not  sufficient  for  the 
defendant  to  prove  the  existence  and  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff  of  that  fact,  but 
he  must  give  aome  evidence  that  it  was  not  communicated  to  him :  Elkin  v. 
Janson,  13  M.  &  W.  655. 

■  Thus,  in  ejectment  on  a  forfeiture  alleged  to  have  been  incurred  by  breach 
of  a  covenant  to  insure  in  some  office  in  or  near  London,  some  proof  of  the  omis- 
sion to  insure  roust  be  given  by  the  plaintiff,  and  a  refusal  to  produce  the  receipt 
for  the  premium  is  not  sufficient:  Doe  dem,  Bridger  v.  Whitehead^  8  Ad.  &  £. 
(35  E.  C.  L.  R.)  571. 
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exempt  or  discharge  the  adversary  from  some  duty  or  liability 
proved  upon  him ;  for  the  law,  as  has  been  seen,  will  not  presume 
discharge  from  liability,  nor  any  fact  essential  to  such  discharge, 
and  in  thus  regarding  the  charge  or  duty  as  continuing  regards  the 
negative  as  true.^ 

This  rule,  thus  strictly  and  directly  deduced  from  the  general 
principle,  is  aided  by  considerations  of  convenience.  Proof  is  ex- 
pected from  the  party  more  likely  than  his  adversary  to  be  cogni- 
sant of  the  fact  and  to  be  possessed  of  the  means  of  proof;  and  it  is 
usually  far  more  easy  for  that  party  to  prove  the  affirmative  than 
for  the  other  to  establish  the  negative.  The  declaration  showing 
how  a  debt  became  due  avers  that  it  has  not  been  paid.  It  is  sufficient 
as  regards  the  evidence,  if  the  plaintiff  prove  the  facts  which  show 
the  defendant's  liability  to  pay  the  debt ;  that  liability  being  proved, 
the  law  requires  the  defendant  to  discharge  himself  by  competent 
proof,  and  in  default  regards  the  negative  as  established.^ 

In  an  action  of  debt  for  sporting  without  a  qualification,  it  was 
sufficient  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  the  fact  of  sporting,  for  every 
person  was  declared  to  be  liable  to  the  claim,  unless  he  had  a  quali- 

^  So  upon  a  plea  of  setroff,  on  a  bond  conditioned  for  the  payment  by  the 
plaintiff  of  an  annuity  to  a  third  person,  alleging  such  non-payment,  the  onus 
prohandi  is  on  the  plaintiff:  Penny  v.  jPoy,  8  B.  &  G.  (15  E.  C.  L.  R.)  11. 

'  Where  a  public  conveyance  is  overturned  or  breaks  down  without  any  appa- 
rent cause,  the  law  will  imply  negligence,  and  the  burden  of  proof  will  be  on 
the  owners  to  rebut  that  legal  presumption :  Ware  v.  Gay,  11  Pick.  106.  Proof 
of  injury  to  a  passenger  on  a  railroad  is  primd  facie  evidence  of  negligence 
which  the  company  must  rebut:  Zemp  y.  Railroad  Co.,  9  Rich.  (Law)  84; 
Terry  v.  Railroad  Co.,  22  Barb.  574.  Where  the  plaintiff  alleges  damage,  in 
consequence  of  the  defendant's  negligence  in  driving  on  the  highway,  the  bur- 
den of  proof  is  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  ordinary  care  and  diligence  on  his  own 
part  and  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant :  Lane  v.  Crombie,  12  Pick.  177  ; 
TourtiUot  v.  Bosebrook,  1 1  Mete.  460 ;  Hyde  v.  Jamaica^  1  Williams  443 ;  Moore 
V.  Central  Railroad  Co.,  4  Zabr.  268;  Holbrook  v.  Railroad  Co  ,  2  Kern.  236; 
Dyer  v.  Tallcott,  16  111.  300;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Fay,  Ibid.  558;  Griffin  v.  New 
York,  5  Seld.  456  ;  Dickey  v.  Telegraph  Co,,  43  Me.  492.  In  an  action  against 
a  city  corporation  for  injuries  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  in  consequence  of  a 
grating  over  a  vault  in  a  sidewalk  giving  way  beneath  him,  it  was  held,  that 
the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  show  affirmatively  that  there  had  been  a  neglect  of 
duty  by  the  corporation  :  McGinity  v.  New  York,  5  Duer  674;  Owings  v.  Jones^ 
9  Md.  108.  In  case  against  a  surgeon  for  an  injury  sustained  by  reason  of 
alleged  unskilful  and  careless  treatment,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  plaintiff 
to  show  a  want  of  proper  knowledge  and  skill ;  but  it  is  not  requisite  to  prove 
it  by  evidence  independent  of  and  unconnected  with  the  evidence  of  the  treat- 
ment of  the  case  in  question :  Leighton  v.  Sargent,  11  Fost.  119. 
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fication,  and  to  presume  one  would  be  contrary  *to  the  gen- 
eral principle.'  Where  the  declaration  states  an  unlawful  ^  ^ 
seizure  of  his  goods  by  the  defendant,  it  is  sufficient  if  the  plaintiff 
show  affirmatively  the  fact  of  seizing  his  goods,  for  the  facts  show 
that  the  defendant  was  amenable,  unless  he  had  lawful  cause  for 
seizure,  and  if  he  show  none,  none  can  be  presumed  for  him*^  who 
alleges  and  is  bound  to  prove  the  affirmative.' 

Hence  it  is  a  general  rule,  that  the  ontis  probandi  lies  upon  the 
party  who  seeks  to  support  his  case  by  a  particular  fact,  of  which 
he  is  supposed  to  be  cognisant.'  A  defendant  cannot  set-off  cash- 
notes  of  the  bankrupt  in  an  action  by  the  assignees,  without  proof 


*  jB.  v.  Stone,  1  East  639  ;  Spiers  v.  Parker,  1  T.  R.  144 ;  R,  v.  Jarvis,  1  Burr. 
148  ;  B.  V.  Turner,  6  M.  &  S.  206 ;  see  Frontine  v.  Frost,  3  B.  &  P.  305 ;  8  Ad. 
&  £.  (35  £.  C.  L.  R.)  575,  576  ;  supra,  n.  (c).  TVhere  a  party  before  a  justice 
admits  the  trading  as  a  hawker  or  pedlar,  it  is  incumbent  on  him  to  prove  that 
he  had  a  license :  R.  v.  Stnith,  3  Burr.  1475.  So  on  a  charge  of  selling  ale 
without  a  license :  R.  v.  Hanson,  Paley  on  Cony.  176,  3d  edit.  In  such  a  case 
the  defendant  suffers  not  the  slightest  inconvenience  from  the  general  rule,  for 
he  can  immediately  produce  his  license ;  whereas,  on  the  other  hand,  the  prose- 
cutor would  be  put  to  great  inconvenience ;  per  Abbott,  G.  J.,  Ibid. ;  and  see 
Apothecaries  Company  v.  Bentley,  Ry.  &  M.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  159  ;  where  Abbott, 
C.  J.,  held  that  the  defendant  in  an  action  for  penalties  for  practising  as  an 
apothecary  must  prove  his  qualification. 

^  Aitcheson  v.  Madoeh,  Peak.  0.  218 ;  and  see  Evans  v.  Birch,  3  Camp.  10. 

»  Per  Ashurst,  J.,  6  T.  R.  57,  post ;  R.  v.  Turr^er,  5  M.  &  S.  211 ;  ^cr  Holroyd, 
J.,  in  R,  V.  Burdett,  4  B.  &  Aid.  (6  E.  C.  L.  R.)  140 ;  CathenooodY.  Chabaud,  1 
B.  &  G.  (8  E.  C.  L.  R.)  150 ;  see  Booth  v.  Millns,  15  M.  &  W.  669.  On  a  question 
whether  a  lease  granted  by  a  tenant  for  life,  under  a  power  to  grant  leases,  con- 
tained a  reservation  equal  to  or  greater  than  that  in  a  pattern  lease  produced, 
in  an  action  of  ejectment  by  the  remainderman,  it  is  incumbent  on  the  party 
who  claims  under  the  lease  to  prove  the  fact :  Doe  v.  Grazehrooke,  4  Q.  B.  (45 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  406. 

^  In  an  indictment  for  keeping  a  ferry  without  license,  the  burden  is  upon  the 
defendant  to  show  that  he  has  a  license,  without  the  Staters  offering  any  evi- 
dence to  show  the  contrary :  Wheat  v.  The  State,  6  Mo.  455.  In  a  qui  tarn  action 
against  a  clerk,  for  issuing  a  license  to  marry  a  female  under  age,  without  the 
consent  of  the  parent  or  guardian,  the  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  prove  the  nega- 
tive averments,  that  such  consent  was  not  given.  The  record  of  the  fact  would 
be  primd  facie  evidence  of  it,  and  being  in  the  possession  of  the  clerk,  it  is  his 
duty  to  produce  it,  without  any  evidence  by  the  plaintiff  to  support  his  defence  : 
Blann  v.  Beat,  5  Ala.  357.  So,  in  a  similar  action  to  recover  a  statute  penalty 
for  marrying  minors  without  the  consent  of  their  parents  or  guardians,  the 
burden  is  on  the  defendant  to  show  such  consent :  Medlctck  v.  Brown,  4  Mo. 
379. 
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that  they  came  into  his  possession  before  the  bankruptcy."*    A  party 
who  pleads  infancy'  or  coverture  must  prove  it.* 

*To  a  plea  of  infancy  the  plaintiff  replied  a  promise  after 
^  ^  the  defendant  had  attained  his  age;  and  it  was  held  to  be 
sufficient  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  a  promise,  and  that  it  lay  on  the 
defendant  to  prove  that  he  was  not  of  age.>* 

In  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on  goods,  the  plaintiff  having 
proved  a  barratrous  act  on  the  part  of  the  master,  it  was  objected 
that  it  was  incumbent  on  him  also  to  prove  that  the  master  was  not 
the  owner  or  freighter ;  but  it  was  held  that  proof  of  the  affirmative, 
if  it  were  true,  lay  on  the  defendant.' 

There  are,  however,  certain  presumptions  which  the  law  makes  rela- 
tively to  particular  things  and  circumstances,  which  throw  the  onus 
of  proof  very  frequently  upon  the  party  who,  but  for  the  presumption, 
would  not  be  required  to  sustain  it.  This  is  the  result  of  that  maxim 
of  our  law,  Stahitur  prcesumptioni  donee  probetur  in  contrarium^  and 
hence  in  general,  whenever  the  law  presumes  the  affirmative,  it  lies 
on  the  party  who  denies  the  fact  to  prove  the  negative ;'  and  it  is  suffi- 
cient to  prove  a  fact  from  which  the  rest  of  the  affirmative  allegation, 
in  the  absence  of  any  other  evidence,  is  a  presumable  consequence  : 
thus,  for  example,  if  the  defendant  by  his  plea  allege  that  there  was 
no  *consideration  for  a  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory  note 
*-  ^^  on  which  an  action  is  brought,  the  onu9  probandi  lies  on 
him,  for  the  law  presumes  primd  facie  that  there  was  a  good  consid- 

■*  Dickson  v.  EvanSy  6  T.  R.  57. 

»  Berty  v.  Dormer,  12  Mod.  626  ;  R,  v.  Turner,  5  M.  &  S.  206. 

•  Cannam  v.  Farmer,  2  Car.  &  K.  (61  E.  C.  L.  R.)  746 ;  3  Ex.  69S. 

P  Borthwick  v.  Carruthere,  1  T.  R.  648  ;  and  so  ruled  by  Holroyd,  J.,  in  Bates 
V.  Wells,  Lane.  Sp.  Ase.  1822;  Hartley  v.  Wharton,  11  A.  &  E.  (39  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
934.  Where  the  party  charged  with  bigamy  was  an  infant  at  the  time  of  the 
first  marriage,  which  was  by  license,  and  the  register  did  not  state  any  con- 
sent by  parents  and  guardians,  it  was  held  that  some  evidence  of  consent 
should  be  given  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution  :  Butler's  case,  Russ  &  Ry.  Cr. 
C.  61. 

«  Ross  V.  Hunter,  4  T.  R.  33. 

'  Qilb.  Law  of  Ev.  148,  cited  by  Lord  EUenborongh,  1  East  200.  In  an 
action  by  A,  against  B,  for  injury  to  a  reversion  of  a  copyhold  estate,  AJ'n  re- 
version being  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings,  evidence  was  given  of  receipt  of 
rent  by  him  from  the  tenant  in  possession,  and  B,  proved  a  surrender  of  the 
estate  in  question,  twenty-one  years  before  the  receipt  of  such  rent  by  A.^ 
to  a  stranger.  This  evidence  did  not  throw  the  burden  upon  A.  of  proving 
a  reconveyance  afterwards  of  such  estate  to  him,  Daintree  v.  Brocklehurst,  3 
Ex.  207. 
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eration."     If,  however,  the  defendant,  in  an  action  on  a  bill  or  note, 
proves*  it  to  have  been  fraudulent  or  *illegal  in  its  inception, 
the  law  then  presumes  that  it  will  be  transferred  without   ^        ^ 
consideration ;  thus  the  burthen  of  proof  is  transferred  to  the  endorsee."* 

■  Laeey  y.  Forrester^  2  C,  M.  &  R.  59  ;  and  see  Pei'civdl  v.  Frampton^  2  C, 
M.  &  R.  180 ;  Mills  V.  Oddy,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  728  ;  Eaatony,  Pratchett^ 
1  C,  M.  &.  R.  798  J  MiOa  v.  Barber,  1  M.  &  W.  427  ;  Smith  v.  Martin,  9  M.  A 
W.  304. 

ABsumpsit  by  the  endorsee  against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill ;  plea,  that  it  was  ac- 
cepted for  the  accommodation  of  the  drawer,  and  that  he  endorsed  it  to  another 
party  without  consideration,  who  endorsed  to  the  plaintiff  without  consideration ; 
replication,  de  injuria;  it  lies  on  the  defendant  to  show  that  no  consideration 
was  given  by  the  plaintiff:  Brown  v.  Philpot,  2  M.  &  Rob.  255. 

*  It  has  been  said  that  this  presumption  must  be  founded  on  proof  and  does 
not  arise  by  inference  from  facts  alleged  and  not  denied  by  the  pleadings:  thus, 
in  the  case  of  Edmonds  v.  Groves,  2  M.  &  W.  642,  which  was  an  action  by  the 
endorsee  against  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note,  the  defendant  pleaded  that 
the  consideration  for  the  note  was  money  lost  at  gaming,  that  it  was  endorsed 
to  the  plaintiff  with  notice,  and  without  consideration  for  the  endorsement. 
The  plaintiff  replied  that  the  note  Was  endorsed  to  him  without  notice,  and  for 
a  valuable  consideration.  At  the  trial,  each  party  declining  to  give  any  evi- 
dence, Lord  Abinger  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  giving  the  defendant 
liberty  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  A  motion  was  made  on  the  ground  that  the 
replication  admitted  the  original  defect  of  consideration,  and  that  therefore  the 
onus  was  thrown  on  the  plaintiff.  Lord  Abinger  held,  that  as  the  fact  of  notice 
of  the  gaming  transaction  was  involved  in  the  issue,  it  was  at  all  events  incum- 
bent on  the  defendant  to  prove  that  fact,  in  order  to  call  on  the  plaintiff  for 
proof  of  a  new  consideration.  He  declined  to  give  any  opinion  upon  the  effect 
of  an  admission  on  the  record  upon  the  onus  probandi  of  an  issue  already 
joined.  Alderson,  B.,  said  that  "an  admission  on  the  record  is  merely  a  waiver 
of  requiring  proof  of  those  facts  which  are  not  denied,  the  party  being  content 
to  rest  his  claim  on  other  facts  in  dispute ;  but  if  any  inferences  are  to  be  drawn 
by  the  jury,  they  must  have  the  facts  proved  like  any  others."  In  the  above 
case,  if  the  plaintiff  took  the  note  with  notice  of  the  original  vice,  as  the 
defendant  alleged,  and  seems  clearly  to  have  been  bound  to  prove,  no  title  could 
be  gained,  and  consequently  there  could  be  no  question  as  to  any  new  con- 
sideration ;  and  see  Bennion  v.  Davison,  3  M.  &  W.  179 ;  per  cur,  9  M.  &  W. 
304.  But  in  Bingham  v.  Stanley,  2  Q.  B.  (42  £.  G.  L.  R.)  117 ;  the  court  held 
that  the  implied  admission  upon  the  record  of  fraud,  or  illegality  in  the 
inception  of  the  bill  or  note,  was  sufficient  to  require  the  endorsee  to  prove 
consideration  ;  and  see  per  Alderson,  B.,  13  M.  &  W.  144 ;  also  post,  tit  Prb- 
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*  Bailey  v.  BidweU,  13  M.  &  W.  73.  But  there  is  no  such  presumption  either 
that  it  was  taken  with  notice,  or  after  maturity ;  thus,  in  an  action  by  a  third 
endorsee  against  the  maker  of  a  note,  the  plea  alleged  an  action  by  the  second 
endorsee,  a  reference  under  an  order  of  Nisi  Prius,  and  a  fraudulent  transfer  to 
the  plaintiff  pending  the  reference,  the  plaintiff  having  knowledge  of  the  frand ; 
issue  being  taken  on  the  fact  of  such  knowledge,  the  defendant  was  directed  to 


593  PROOFS. 

So  where  the  law  raises  a  presumption  as  to  the  continuance  of  life;' 
the  legitimacy  of  children  born  in  wedlock '/  the  satisfaction  of  a 
debt,'  the  onus  is  created  of  rebutting  it  in  the  first  instance.^ 

Where  the  negative  involves  a  criminal  omission  by  the  party,  and 
consequently  where  the  law,  by  virtue  of  the  general  principle,  pre- 
sumes his  innocence,  the  affirmative  of  the  fact  is  also  presumed.^ 

And  therefore  upon  an  information  against  Lord  Halifax  for 
refusing  to  deliver  up  the  rolls  of  the  Auditor  of  the  Exchequer,  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  put  the  plaintiff  upon  proof  of  the  negative.' 
In  an  action  for  putting  combustible  matter  on  board  the  plaintiff's 
ship,  without  giving  notice  of  its  contents,  whereby  the  ship  was 
destroyed,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  prove  a  negative 
which  was  essential  to  his  case,  viz,^  the  want  of  notice.^  Thus,  also, 
in  a  suit  for  tithes  in  the  Spiritual  Court,  where  the  defendant  had 
pleaded  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  read  the  Thirty-nine  Articles,  the 
court  required  the  defendant  *to  prove  the  negative.®  So 
L  J  in  The  King  v.  Hawkins^  where  the  objection,  upon  an 
information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto^  was,  that  the  defendant 
had  not  taken  the  sacrament  within  a  year,  the  court  held  that  the 
presumption   was   that   he   had   conformed   to  the  law.*     Where  a 

begin  and  prove  such  knowledge :  Smith  v.  Martin^  1  Dowl.  N.  S.  418  ;  9  M.  & 
W.  304 ;  May  v.  Chapman,  16  M.  &  W.  356. 

«  Doe  V.  Nepean,  5  B.  &  Ad.  (27  E.  C.  L.  R.)  86 ;  tit.  Death,  Pedigree. 

7  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Bastardy. 

■  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Payment. 

•  B.  N.  P.  298. 

^  WtUiams  v.  The  East  India  Company y  3  East  192. 

•  Monke  v.  Butler j  1  Roll  R.  83  j  see  also  R,  v.  Rogers,  2  Camp.  654 ;  Powel 
V.  Milbank,  2  W.  Bl.  R.  851 ;  Lord  Halifax's  case,  B.  N.  P.  298  j  R,  v.  Coombs, 
Comb.  57. 

•  10  East  211,  and  per  Bayley,  J.,  R.  v.  Twyning,  2  B.  &  Aid.  388.  Upon  an 
indictment  under  42  Geo.  III.  c.  107,  s.  1  (now  repealed  by  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.  c. 
27,  see  c.  29),  which  makes  it  felony  to  course  deer  in  any  enclosed  ground 
without  the  consent  of  the  owner,  it  was  held  that  it  was  necessary  to  prove 

^  Where  a  marriage  de  facto  is  proved,  the  presumption  is  that  the  marriage 
was  conducted  according  to  law  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  party  denying 
it :  Raynham  v.  Canton,  3  Pick.  393. 

'  Where  the  plaintiff  in  ejectment  claims  the  right  to  enter  upon  lands  for 
the  breach  of  a  condition  subsequent,  the  burden  is  upon  him  to  prove  the 
breach,  though  a  negative ;  but  in  such  case  slight  proof  would  be  sufficient 
primd  facie :  O^Brien  v.  Doe,  6  Ala.  787.  The  averment  of  neglect  of  official 
duty  must  be  supported  by  some  proof  by  the  party  making  it,  though  very 
little  evidence  vnll  suffice  to  shift  the  burden  of  proof:  Dobbs  v.  Justices^  17 
Ga.  624. 
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womaii)  twelve  months  after  her  husband  had  last  been  heard  of,  mar- 
ried again,  and  the  husband  had  never  afterwards  been  heard  of,  upon 
the  question  as  to  the  settlement  of  the  children  of  the  second  mar- 
riage, the  court  held  that  the  justices  had  done  right  in  presuming 
the  legitimacy  of  the  children,  in  the  absence  of  any  proof,  except 
the  usual  presumption,  that  the  first  husband  was  living  at  the  time 
of  the  second  marriage.* 

So  where  the  question  arises,  in  a  criminal  case,  whether  the 
prisoner's  examination  was  taken  down  in  writing  before  the  magis- 
trate under  the  statute,  it  is  incumbent  on  the  prosecutor  to  give 
negative  evidence  to  show  that  it  was  not  taken  down,  for  otherwise 
it  will  be  presumed  that  the  magistrate  did  his  duty  in  taking  the 
examination  in  writing,  as  the  statute  directs.' 

♦Wherever  also  it  has  been  shown  that  the  case  falls  r#co*;"| 
within  the  scope  of  any  general  principle  or  rule  of  law,  or 
the  provision  of  any  statute,  whether  remedial  or  even  penal,'  it  then 
lies  on  the  opposite  party  to  show  by  evidence  that  the  case  falls 
within  an  exception  or  proviso.^  So  it  is  incumbent  on  a  person  who 
alleges  a  particular  status  of  an  individual  to  prove  it ;  thus  it  lies  on 
a  defendant  who  seeks  to  bring  a  plaintiif  within  an  Act,  which,  if 
the  defendant  resided  within  a  particular  district,  subjects  the  plain- 
tiff to  a  nonsuit,  to  prove  his  residence  at  the  time  of  the  action 
brought,  by  particular  evidence  of  the  fact;  general  evidence  of 
recent  residence  there  is  not  sufficient.' 

the  negative  of  Ruch  consent :  R,  y.  RogerB^  2  Camp.  C.  654 ;  and  see  R,  y. 
Hazy^  2  Car.  &  P.  (12  £.  C.  L.  R.)  458.  There  the  negative  was  part  of  the 
description  of  the  offence.  In  the  report  of  the  above  case,  it  seems  erroneously 
(see  R,  V.  AUen^  1  Mood.  G.  G.  154)  to  have  been  held  necessary  to  negative 
the  consent  by  the  testimony  of  the  owner  himself.  In  order  to  obviate  the 
necessity  for  any  such  proof,  various  statutes  have  been  provided  that  the  bur- 
then of  proving  consent  or  lawful  excuse,  or  other  like  matter,  shall  be  incumbent 
on  the  defendant.    These  are  too  numerous  to  specify. 

*  R,  V.  Twyning,  2  B.  &  Aid.  386 ;  and  see  ButUr'8  ease,  Russ.  &  Ry.  Cr.  C. 
61,  p.  591.  But  see  R,  v.  Harbome,  2  Ad.  <Sb  £.  (29  £.  G.  L.  R.)  540 ;  and  see 
Sbttlbmbkt. 

'See  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Admission.  ■  See  supra,  p.  590,  note  (i). 

^  Doe  V.  Bingham,  4  B.  &  Aid.  (6  £.  G.  L.  R.)  672 ;  Doe  v.  Hawthorn,  2  B.  & 
Aid.  101.  Where  a  plaintiff",  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  a  conveyance  of  land, 
has  shown  it  to  be  for  a  charitable  use,  it  lies  on  the  defendant  to  bring  himself 
within  the  exception :  2  B.  &  Aid.  101.  In  this  respect  the  rule  of  evidence  cor- 
responds with  the  rule  of  pleading:  12  M.  &  W.  88 ;  16  M.  &  W.  615. 

'  Jon€8  V.  Kenrick,  8  B.  &  G.  (15  £.  G.  L.  R.)  337 ;  and  see  TyrreU  v.  Holt, 
1  Barnard,  3  Geo.  I. ;  Yin.  Ab.  £v.,  Sa.  7 ;  Rawlins  v.  Desborough,  2  M.  &  Rob. 
70,  post. 
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Upon  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  removal  it  is  incumbent  on 
the  respondents  to  prove  their  case,  by  establishing  a  settlement  in 
the  appellant's  parish.  Upon  an  appeal  against  a  poor's-rate,  on 
the  ground  that  the  appellant  has  no  rateable  property  within  the 
parish,  the  onus  is  on  the  respondents  to  prove  that  he  has  such 
property^  there ;  but  if  the  appellant  object  merely  to  the  quantum 
of  the  rate,  he  is  to  prove  the  inequality  of  such  rate.^  Upon  an 
appeal  against  an  order  of  bastardy,  the  respondents  must  begin."' 

The  discussion  of  the  question  of  the  onus  of  proof  naturally 
leads  us  to  the  consideration  of  a  question  which  seems  formerly  to 
have  been  regarded  as  identical  with  it :  viz.y  the  right  to  begin." 
r*5961  ^^^  decisions  upon  this  '''subject  have  been  numerous  and 
conflicting,  and  it  is  certainly  difficult  to  lay  down  rules  for 
guidance  in  all  cases.  The  older  decisions,  however,  though  no 
longer  recognized  as  authorities  upon  the  practice  in  this  respect, 
are  not  unworthy  of  note,  as  affording  the  means  of  determining  the 
duties  of  the  parties  with  reference  to  proof.  Formerly,  it  seems 
to  have  been  considered  that  the  defendant  was  in  all  cases  entitled 
to  begin,  where  the  amis  probandi  lay  upon  him,  notwithstanding 
the  technical  form  of  the  pleadings,  and  although  the  proof  of  the 

MT.  R.  476.  »Ibid. 

«  R,  V.  Knill,  12  East  50. 

''  The  question  who  shall  begin  is  not  merely  material  as  a  rule  of  form  and 
order,  but  as  regulating  the  right  to  reply.  It  is  considered  in  practice,  and 
perhaps  with  reason,  that  it  gives  a  party  an  advantage  to  have  the  opening  and 
reply,  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  first  and  also  the  latest  opportunity  of 
making  an  impression  on  the  jury.  Much  evidence,  no  doubt,  is  often  sacrificed 
to  obviate  or  attain  this  advantage ;  for  a  defendant  is  in  general  disinclined  to 
give  the  opportunity  for  a  reply  which  may  disturb  the  arguments  which  he  has 
used,  and  also  because  he  may  frequently  doubt  whether  he  can  sufiiciently  de- 
pend on  the  evidence  which  he  is  required  to  state  to  the  jury,  without  having 
any  opportunity  of  afterwards  commenting  on  variances  between  the  facts  as 
stated  and  proved.  Notwithstanding  the  importance  of  the  question,  whether 
the  one  party  or  the  other  has  the  right  to  begin,  the  decision  of  the  point  rests, 
in  the  first  instance,  with  the  Judge  at  Nisi  Prius,  and  the  Court  above  has  re> 
fused,  without  good  reason,  to  interfere  with  his  decision ;  see  Phil,  on  £v.,  vol. 
i.  833 ;  Hare  v.  Munn,  M.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  241 ;  Fowles  v.  Coster,  Ibid. ; 
Burrell  v.  Nicholson^  6  C.  ifc  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  202 ;  1  M.  A  Rob.  304 ;  WiUia$ns 
V.  Davies,  1  Cr.  &  M.  464 ;  Scott  v.  LemSj  7  C.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  347 ;  Brand- 
ford  V.  FreeTnaUj  5  Ex.  734 ;  Edwards  v.  Matthews,  16  L.  J.,  Ex.  291.  But  if 
his  decision  has  done  clear  and  manifest  wrong,  {HtLckman  v.  Femie,  3  M.  &  W. 
517,  corrected  5  Ex.  737  ;  Oeach  v.  IngaU,  14  M.  k  W.  95),  or  some  substantial 
inconvenience  affecting  the  trial  of  the  issue  has  been  sustained,  the  Court  will 
grant  a  new  trial :  Ashhy  v.  Bates,  15  M.  &  W.  589 ;  Dot  dem.  Bather  ▼.  Bra^pMj 
5  C.  B.  (57  E.  C.  L.  R.)  655. 
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amount  of  his  damages  lay  upon  the  plaintiff.*^  Thus,  where  in 
action  of  trespass  qtiare  clarisum  fregit^  the  defendant  as  to  the  force 
and  arms  and  whatever  is  against  the  peace,  &c.«  pleaded  not  guilty ; 
and  as  to  the  residue,  a  justification  under  a  right  of  way,  the  de- 
fendant was  held  to  be  *en titled  to  begin  and  to  reply.>*  So  r^ccoy-i 
in  ati  action  for  a  libel,  where  the  only  pleas  alleging  facts  in 
justification,  on  which  issues  were  joined  ;'^  or  in  trespass^  where  the 
only  plea  consisted  of  matter  of  justification,  alleging  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy to  have  been  committed  by  the  plaintiff,  on  which  issue  was 
joined.' 

A  different  rule  has  since  been  stated  as  a  resolution  of  the 
judges.  In  one  report,'  Tindal,  L.  C.  J.,  is  stated  *to  have  r*RQQT 
expressed  himself  as  follows :  ^'  The  judges  have  come  to  a 

•  Doe  V.  Lewis,  1  C.  &  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  122. 

P  Jackson  v.  ffeskeih,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R,)  520 ;  per  Wood,  B.,  and  Bay- 
lej,  J. ;  the  general  issue  had  been  pleaded  originally,  but  had  been  withdrawn 
during  the  assizes  (the  cause  was  in  the  county  palatine  court),  for  the  purpose 
of  giving  the  defendant's  counsel  a  right  to  reply.  So  in  Hod^ts  v.  Holder, 
3  Camp.  C.  366.  And  these  decisions  do  not  appear  to  be  affected  by  the  new 
rule  mentioned  below,  substantial  damages  not  being  sought :  see  Bastard  v. 
Smiih,  2  M.  &  Rob.  129. 

"1  Cooper  v.  Wahdy,  Moo.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  248.  So  in  Bedell  v.  Eussell, 
R.  &  M.  (21  £.  0.  L.  R.)  293 ;  where,  to  an  action  of  battery,  the  defendant 
justified  as  captain  of  a  ship  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  mariner,  and  issue  being 
joined  on  the  replication  de  injurid,  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  was  entitled 
to  begin. 

'  Cotton  V.  James,  Moo.  &  M.  (22  £.  G.  L.  R.)  273 ;  3  G.  &  P.  (14  £.  G.  L.  R.) 
605. 

■  Carter  v.  Jane*,  5  G.  &  P.  (24  E.  G.  L.  R.)  641.  The  history  of  this  resolu- 
tion is  thus  given  by  Lord  Denman,  G.  J.,  in  Mercer  v.  Whall,  5  Q.  B.  (48  £. 
G.  L.  R.  )  447 : — *'  Soon  after  I  was  raised  to  the  bench  this  ruling  (t.  e.  Lord 
Tenterden^s,  in  Cooper  v.  Wakley),  became  the  subject  of  discussion  among  the 
judges.  Many  of  them  attended  at  my  house  to  consider  it ;  and  the  following 
short  resolution  was  drawn  up  and  signed  by  those  present,  and  afterwards 
adopted  by  Lord  Lyndhurst,  G.  B.,  Bayley,  B.,  Tauncon,  J.,  and  myself:  *In 
actions  for  libel,  slander,  and  injuries  to  the  person,  the  plaintiff  shall  begin, 
although  the  affirmative  issue  is  on  the  defendant.'  I  possess  this  document, 
signed  with  the  initials  of  the  present  G.  J.  of  the  G.  P.  (Tindal),  of  Sir  J.  B. 
Bosanqaet,  and  of  the  late  Mr.  J.  Park,  Littledale  and  Gazelee,  Js.,  Bollard 
and  Qumey,  Bs.  Among  the  judges  who  adhered  to  this  retractation  of  the 
decision  in  Cooper  v.  Wdkley,  itere  the  two  whom  I  have  named  as  assessors  to 
Lord  Tenterden  when  that  decision  was  made  (Bayley  and  Littledale,  Js.). 
His  own  opinion  may  be  gathered  from  what  he  said  in  Cotton  v.  James,  Moo. 
k  M.  (22  £.  G.  L.  R.)  273.  If  ever  a  decision  was  overruled  on  great  delibera- 
tion, and  by  an  undeviating  practice  afterwards,  it  is  that  in  Cooper  v.  Wakley,'''' 
But  the  rule  thus  declared  was  confined  to  the  case  under  consideration.    Gon- 


598  PROOFS. 

resolution,  that  justice  would  be  better  administered  by  altering  the 
rule  of  practice,  and  that  in  future  the  plaintiff  should  begin  in  all 
actions  for  personal  injuries,  and  also  in  actions  for  libel  and  slander, 
notwithstanding  the  general  issue  may  not  be  pleaded,  and  the 
affirmative  be  on  the  defendant.  It  is  most  reasonable  that  the 
plaintiff  who  brings  his  case  into  Court,  should  be  heard  first,  to  es- 
tablish his  complaint."* 

This  rule  was  at  first  deemed  to  be  confined  to  actions  for  per- 
sonal or  malicious  injuries,"*  such'  as  assaults,  libel  and  slander,^  ma- 
licious prosecution,  and  the  like ;'  and  it  was  not  considered  to  be 
aufficient  in  other  actions,  to  bring  a  case  within  the  rule  that  the 
amount  claimed  should  be  unliquidated,^  as  in  an  action  of  covenant  or 
r*^QQ1  ^ssu^^ps^^  ^^  recover  damages  for  a;  breach  of  contract,'  *or  of 
trespass  to  land  or  goods,'  or  in  an  action  of  trover,*  or  case.* 

tented  with  the  correction  of  an  error,  the  judges  lefl  the  practice  in  actions  of 
contract  in  its  former  state :  Ibid. 

*  In  the  report  of  the  same  case,  in  1  M.  &  Rob.  281,  the  rule  is  stated  thus : 
*'  A  resolution  has  lately  been  come  to  by  all  the  judges,  that  in  case  of  slander, 
libel,  and  other  actions  where  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  actual  damages  of 
an  unascertained  amount,  he  is  entitled  to  begin,  although  the  affirmative  of 
the  issue  may,  in  point  of  form,  be  with  the  defendant.*' 

"  In  Wooton  v.  Barton,  \  M.  k  Rob.  18,  Parke,  B.,  said  that  the  only  rule 
laid  down  by  the  judges  was,  that  in  actions  for  personal  injuries  where 
damages  are  sought,  as  in  actions  of  assault,  libel  and  slander,  the  plaintiff 
should  begin.  Thus,  in  an  action  on  a  covenant  for  payment  of  money  ( Wooton 
V.  Barton),  or  on  a  bill  or  note  (Cannum  v.  Farmer,  3  Ex.  698),  where  interest 
is  only  sought  to  be  recovered  as  damages.  But  the  case  is  different,  if  money 
has  been  paid  into  court,  and  there  is  an  issue  that  the  plaintiff  has  sustained 
greater  damages:  Cripps  v.  Yates,  Oar.  &  M.  (41  £.  C.  L.  R.)  489 ;  Booth  v. 
Mains,  15  M.  &  W.  669;  and  see  Reeve  v.  Underhill,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
773. 

^  Wooton  Y.  Barton.  Even  when  the  defendant  suffered  judgment  by  default 
as  to  part,  and  pleaded  affimatively  to  the  residue:  Wood  YrPtingle,  1  M.  & 
Rob.  277. 

«  Atkinson  v.  Wame,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L,  R.)  687. 

y  Reeve  v.  Underhill,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  773 ;  Lewis  v.  WelU,  7  C.  A 
P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  221 ;  Wooton  v.  Barton,  I  M.  &  Rob.  518. 

■  Reeve  v.  Underhill,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  773 ;  Lewis  v.  WeUs,  7  C.  A 
P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  221. 

•  Burrell  v.  Nicholson,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  0.  L.  R.)  202. 

*  See  Scott  v.  Lewis,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  347. 

•  Chapman  v.  Emden,  9  0.  <Sb  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  712.  For  selling  envelopes, 
Ac,  in  imitation  of  those  used  by  the  plaintiff;  plea,  that  those  sold  by  the 
plaintiff  were  of  an  inferior  kind.  On  issue  joined  on  the  replication  of  de 
injurid  the  defendant  was  held  to  be  entitled  to  begin :  Rowland  v.  Bemes,  I  C. 
A  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  46. 


RIGHT    TO    BEGIN.  599 

But  in  one  instance  the  rule  was  held  to  apply  to  an  action  for 
breach  of  promise  of  marriage,"*  .an  action  of  contract  in  substance 
as  well  as  in  form ;  and  also  to  an  issue  taken  on  a  plea  in  abate- 
ment.* 

And  now  it  seems  to  be  settled  that  the  rule  is  the  same  in  actions 
of  contract  and  in  actions  of  tort/  and  that  wherever  the  amount 
which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  is  really  in  question,  he  is 
entitled  to  begin.*  Therefore,  in  an  action  of  covenant,  by  an  ar- 
ticled clerk  against  an  attorney  for  dismissing  him,  the  defendant 
having  pleaded  that  the  plaintiif  conspired  with  another  attorney,  by 
unlawful  means  to  induce  the  defendant's  client  to  leave  him  and 
employ  the  other,  and  in  pursuance  of  that  conspiracy  *dis-  r4c(?/)/)-| 
closed  the  defendant's  professional  secrets  to  the  other,  and 
calumniated  the  defendant  to  his  clients,  whereby  he  was  forced  to 
discharge  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  had  traversed  the  whole  plea, 
whereupon  issue  was  joined;  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  begin,  for  the  amount  of  damages  was  open.^ 

So  in  assumpsit,  on  an  agreement  to  take  the  plaintiff's  son  as  a 
pupil  and  assistant  in  the  defendant's  profession  of  a  surgeon,  the 
grievance  alleged  being  a  wrongful  dismissal  for  misconduct,  the 
plaintiff  on  issue  taken  on  a  plea  affirmatively  alleging  the  miscon- 
duct is  entitled  to  begin.'     So  in  an  action  on  a  charter-party,  where 

*  ffarrUon  v.  Gould,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  580 ;  Beeve  v.  Uhderhill,  6  C. 
&,  P.  (25  K.  C.  L.  R.)  773.  But  in  Stanton  v.  Paton,  1  C.  &  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
148,  upon  an  issue  joined,  on  a  plea  in  assumpsit  for  breach  of  promise  of 
marriage,  that  the  parties  mutually  released  each  other,  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B., 
after  consulting  Patteson,  J.,  held  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  begin. 

*  See  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Abatement  ;  Morris  v.  Lotan,  I  M.  &  Rob.  233.  In  Fowler 
V.  Coster,  M.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  241 ;  and  3  C.  &  P.  (14  E.  C.  L.  R.)  463 ; 
Lord  Tenterden  held,  that  wherever  it  appears  on  the  record  or  from  the  state- 
ment of  counsel  that  there  is  no  real  dispute  as  to  the  sum  to  be  recovered,  but 
the  damages  are  either  nominal  or  mere  matter  of  computation,  then  if  the 
affirmative  of  the  issue  is  on  the  defendant,  he  is  entitled  to  begin  ;  where,  there- 
fore, to  an  action  on  bills  of  exchange  there  was  a  plea  in  abatement  of  the  non- 
joinder of  others,  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  ought  to  begin  ;  and  in  assump- 
sit for  goods  sold,  plea  the  non-joiiider  of  another  defendant,  Alderson  B., 
held,  that  if  the  defendant  would  admit  the  debt,  he  was  entitled  to  begin :  Bon- 
field  V.  Smith,  2  M.  <Sb  Rob.  519. 

'  Mercer  v.  Whall,  5  Q.  B.  (48  E.  C.  L.  R.)  447. 

«  Hoggett  v.  Exley,  9  Car.  &  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  324 ;  2  M.  &  Rob.  251.  Thus 
in  assumpsit  with  a  general  plea  of  set-off,  the  plaintiff  must  begin,  and  prove 
the  amount  due.. 

«»  Mercer  v.  Whall,  5  Q.  B.  (48  E.  C.  L.  R.)  447. 

»  Wue  V.  WtUon,  1  C.  &  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  662. 
36 
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the  issue  was  whether  the  defendant  had  furnished  a  sufficient  cargo, 
and  the  plaintiiT  after  notice  had  refused  to  receive  the  cargo  offered, 
the  plaintiff*  was  held  to  be  entitled  to  begin,  as  he  was  to  prove  the 
amount  of  his  damages.^ 

If,  too,  there  be  any  issue  upon  the  record  which  it  would  be  incum- 
bent on  the  plaintiff*  to  support  bv  evidence,  however  minute  may  be 
the  portion  of  the  case  to  which  it  extends,^  if  he  be  really  proceeding 
and  intend  to  found  a  claim  upon  it,  he  is  entitled  to  .begin.  Thus, 
where  any  part  of  his  claim  is  met  by  the  general  issue,  he  has  a  right 
to  begin.^  And  indeed  wherever  any  material  allegation  in  the  decla- 
ration, though  in  form  negative  yet  in  substance  affirmative,"*  is  denied 
by  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff"  must  begin.  Thus,  in  assumpsit,  for 
f'^BOH  ^^^  delivering  hay  of  a  certain  quality ;  plea,  that  the  ^defend- 
ant  tendered  hay  of  that  quality,  and  that  the  plaintiff*  re- 
fused to  receive  it ;  it  was  held,  that  this  being  a  traverse  of  an 
allegation  in  the  declaration,  the  proof  of  the  issue  lay  on  the  plain- 
tiff*." ■  So,  in  an  action  on  a  warranty  of  soundness  of  a  horse,  the 
declaration  stating  it  to  be  unsound,  and  the  defendant  by  his  plea 
alleging  it  to  be  sound.** 

In  an  action  on  a  policy  of  assurance ;  the  declaration  set  out  the 
policy,  wherein  it  was  stipulated  that  if  anything  stated  by  the  assured 
to  the  company,  previously  to  the  execution  of  the  policy,  was  untrue, 
the  policy  should  be  void ;  and  the  declaration  contained  an  averment 
that  the  statements  so  made  were  true.  The  plea  traversed  the  aver- 
ment of  truth,  ^Mn  this,  that  the  assured  was  afflicted  with  rupture,'* 
concluding  with  a  verification,  and  the  plaintiffs  replied  de  injurid. 
It  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  assured  made  a  statement  that  he 
had  not  been  afflicted  with  certain  diseases,  including  rupture ;  it  was 
held  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  begin,  and  the  judge  having 

^  Ridgway  v.  Ewbanky  2  M.  &  Rob.  217  ;  and  see  HoggtU  v.  Oxley^  2  M.  & 
Rob.  251. 

k  Booth  v.  MiUm,  15  M.  &  W.  669 ;  Eawlins  v.  Dtaborough,  2  M.  &  Rob.  328. 

^  Price  V.  Seaward^  Car.  &  M.  (41  £.  0.  L.  R.)  23.  But  if  the  common  counts 
to  which  the  general  issue  is  pleaded  are  merely  added  by  way  of  precaution, 
and  the  plaintiff  will  not  undertake  to  open  a  case  on  them,  they  will  be  no  im- 
pediment to  the  defendant's  right  to  begin :  Smart  v.  Rcujfner^  6  Car.  k  P.  (25 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  721. 

B  See  the  test  suggested  by  Alderson,  B.,  ante,  p.  585,  note  (c) ;  and  Amo9  v. 
HugheSj  there  cited ;  0$hom  v.  Thompton^  2  M.  A;  Rob.  254. 

»  Crowla/  V.  Page,  7  Car.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  789. 

•  Osbom  V.  Thompaon.  :i  M.  &  Rob.  254. 
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allowed  the  defendant  to  begin,  a  new  trial  was  directed.^  So  on  an 
issue  to  try  whether  A*  B.  was  at  a  certain  time  of  sound  mind,  the 
plaintiff  who  affirms  the  soundness  may  begin.^ 

In  replevin,  where  the  defendant  avows  for  rent  in  arrear,  and  the 
plaintiff  pleads  in  bar  that  the  distress  was  not  made  within  twenty 
years  from  the  time  when  the  right  to  make  a  distress  accrued,  and 
the  avowant  takes  issue,  the  plaintiff  must  begin,  as  it  lies  upon  him 
to  prove  when  the  distress  was  made/ 

So  the  plaintiff  has  been  held  to  be  entitled  to  begin  *in 
an  action  against  a  builder  on  a  building  agreement,  the  ^  "-' 
issue  being  whether  it  was  executed  according  to  the  specification.' 
Also  in  covenant  for  not  leaving  in  repair ;  the  plaintiff  alleging  that 
the  premises  were  dilapidated,  and  the  defendant  that  they  were  not/ 
So  in  covenant  where  the  declaration  stated  that  the  defendant  cove- 
nanted to  occupy  the  demised  promises  in  a  proper  manner  and  to 
keep  them  in  repair,  and  assigned  as  breaches  that  the  defendant  did 
not  occupy  in  a  proper  manner,  and  did  not  keep  the  premises  in  re- 
pair, which  was  traversed/ 

But  if  in  an  action  of  trespass,  or  other  like  action  to  try  a  right, 
in  which  the  whole  of  the  pleas  are  in  the  affirmative,  and  the  issues 
raised  by  them  should  be  sustained  by  the  defendant,  the  defendant 
is  entitled  to  begin;  unless  the  plaintiff's  counsel  will  pledge  himself 
that  he  is  proceeding  for  more  than  nominal  damages.  Thus,  where 
the  action  was  trespass  q.  c,  /.,  and  the  plea  alleged  as  a  justification 
that  the  defendant  committed  the  trespass  in  asserting  a  right,  which 
right  the  plaintiff  traversed;  the  plaintiff's  counsel  having  claimed 
the  right  to  begin,  the  judge  asked  whether  he  would  undertake  to 
proceed  for  substantial  damages,  and  on  his  declining  to  do  so  allowed 
defendant  to  begin.^ 

P  Ashbtf  V.  Bates,  15  M.  &  W.  589.  In  Geach  v.  IngaUj  14  M.  &  W.  95,  the 
Court  decided  the  same  way,  the  only  difference  in  the  cases  being  that  the  plea 
in  the  latter  doncladed  to  the  country,  s.  p.  Bawlins  v.  Desborough,  2  M.  Jb  Rob. 
76,  328 ;  Oraig  v.  Fenn,  Car.  &  M.  (41  E.  C.  L.  R.)  43  j  contra,  Pole  v.  Rogers, 
2  M.  A;  Rob.  287. 

«  Frank  v.  Frank,  2  M.  &  Rob.  314. 

'  Collier  v.  Clark,  5  Q  &  B.  (48  E.  C.  L.  R.)  467. 

■  Smith  V.  Davies,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  307. 

*  Soward  v.  Leggatt,  7  Car.  &  P.  (32  £.  C.  L.  R.)  613  ;  Belcher  v.  Mcintosh,  8 
Car.  k  P.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  720 ;  per  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  1  M.  &  Rob.  440. 

'  Doe  dem.  Trustees  of  Worcester  School  v.  Rowlands,  9  Gar.  &  P.  (38  E,  C. 
L,  R.)  734. 

*  Chapman  v.  Rawson,  8  Q.  B.  (55  E.  C.  L.  R.)  673;  Fowler  v.  Coster,  supra, 
note.    So  in  Pearson  v.  Coles,  1  M.  A;  Rob.  206,  where  lib.  ten,  only  was  pleaded. 
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So,  too,  where  the  damages  are  liquidated  or  nominal,  or  the 
amount  of  the  debt  or  damage  is  admitted  on  the  pleadings,  or  is 
merely  matter  of  simple  calculation,  and  the  only  issues  raised  are 
alleged  affirmatively  by  the  defendant,  not  only  in  point  of  form,  but 
also  of  substance,  there  *the  defendant  is  entitled  to  befi^in. 
*^J  Thus,  in  debt  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  with  a  general 
plea  of  payment''  only  upon  the  record,  the  defendant  was  held  en- 
titled to  begin.  So,  where  the  defendant  pleaded  his  discharge 
under  the  Insolvent  Debtor's  Act,  and  the  plaintiff,  by  his  replication, 
denied  the  plea.*  So,  in  replevin  upon  an  avowry  for  a  distress  for 
arrears  of  annuity,  to  which  there  was  a  plea  that  no  memorial  had 
been  enrolled:  replication,  that  a  memorandum  was  enrolled,  setting 
it  out;  rejoinder,  that  the  memorandum  did  not  truly  state  the  names 
of  the  persons  by  whom  the  annuity  was  to  be  received,  and  the  con- 
sideration ;  surrejoinder,  that  it  did  truly  state  both ;  the  defendant 
was  allowed  to  begin.^ 

And  the  same  was  held  in  an  action  for  a  false  return  to  a  man- 
damus to  restore  a  parish  clerk,  to  which  the  defendant  had  returned 
that  the  plaintiff  was  addicted  to  habits  of  intoxication.  The  decla- 
ration in  the  action  negatived  these  allegations  in  the  return,  which 
the  defendant  re-asserted  in  his  plea  affirmatively  to  be  true."  In  a 
feigned  issue,  the  plaintiffs  averred  that  the  goods  in  question  were 
not  the  goods  of  them  or  either  of  them;  and  the  defendant  asserted 
that  they  were  the  goods  of  them,  or  one  of  them ;  Lord  Abinger 
held  that  the  defendant  had  the  right  on  this  issue  to  begin,  as  the 
affirmative  lay  upon  him.* 

In  ejectment,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  who  must  establish  and 
recover  on  the  strength  of  his  own  title,  has  generally  the  right  to 
begin;  but  this  in  practice  is  subject  to  exceptions  where  the  de- 
fendant admits  the  primd  facie  title  of  the  plaintiff.  Thus,  if  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claim  as  heir  of  A.^  and  the  defendant  claim 
under  a  will  made  by  A,^  if  he  will  admit  that  A.  died  seised  and 

The  judge,  when  he  has  the  means,  will  himself  look  at  the  facts  to  see  whether 
substantial  damages  are  or  can  be  claimed ;  Bastard  v.  Smith,  2  M.  &  Rob. 
129. 

^  Birt  V.  Leigh,  14  M.  &  W.  177 ;  Richardson  v.  Fdl,  4  Dowl.  10;  or  set-off: 
see  Roche  v.  Chapman,  1  £x.  10 ;  or  coverture :  Woodgate  v.  Poit^,  2  C.  &  R. 
(61  E.  C.  L.  R.)  457. 

*  Lambert  v.  Hale,  9  Car.  k  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  506. 
y  Hogarth  v.  Perring,  1  C.  &  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  608. 
«  Bowles  V.  Neale,  7  Car.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  262. 

•  Hudson  V.  Brown,  8  Car.  &  P.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  774. 
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that  *the  lessor  is  his  heir  he  is  entitled  to  begin.*'  He  must  ^^^^ .-, 
however  admit  the  whole  primd  facie  title  without  any  qual-  ^  ^ 
ification,  and  admitting  only  a  portion  of  it,  or  admitting  it  only 
hypothetically,  will  not  suffice.  Thus,  in  the  case  above  suggested,  if 
the  defendant  claim  under  a  conveyance  by  A.  in  his  lifetime,  instead 
of  his  will,  he  is  not  entitled  to  begin,  for  by  admitting  the  heirship, 
and  seisin  of  A.,  unless  defeated  by  the  conveyance,  he  does  not 
absolutely  admit  the  seisin  of  the  ancestor  at  the  time  of  his  death  ;^ 
so,  if  the  defendant  found  his  title  even  in  part  under  a  marriage 
settlement  of  the  ancestor,  for  then  he  does  not  admit  the  title  as  to 
the  whole  ;**  and  if  the  defendant  claim  himself  as  heir,  he  cannot  by 
admitting  the  lessor  to  be  the  heir  unless  he  is  so,  entitle  himself  to 
begin.^  It  was  formerly  thought,  and  it  has  been  held  in  some  in- 
stances,' that  if  the  lessor  claimed  under  a  will,  and  '''the  de-  r^cf^Qcn 
fendant  under  a  later  will  or  codicil,  the  defendant  was 
entitled  to  begin,  if  he  admitted  the  primd  facie  case  of  the  lessor ; 
but  these  cases  have  been  overruled  by  a  recent  decision,*  where  the 
subject  was  fully  discussed  in  banc.  In  such  a  case  it  is  evident  the 
defendant  does  not  admits  the  whole  of  the  lessor's  case.  That  case 
is,  that  the  will  was  a  subsisting  will  at  the  time  of  the  ancestor's 

*  Goodtiile  v.  Braham,  4  T.  R.  497  ;  Doe  v.  Smart,  1  M.  &  Rob.  476  j  Fenn  v. 
Johnson,  cited  M.  &  M.  (22  C.  £.  L.  R.)  168,  n. ;  Adams  on  Eject,  3d  edit.  2S8, 
where  Le  Blanc,  J.,  and  Wood,  B.,  so  ruled  on  several  occasions.  But  on  an- 
other occasion,  Gibbs,  J.,  held  that  the  admission  did  not  give  the  defendant  the 
right  to  begin.  In  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Barnes,  1  M.  &  Rob.  386,  Sophia  Rich, 
ards,  the  sister  and  heiress  of  John  Clavel,  took  possession  of  premises  of  which 
he  died  seised ;  the  lessors  were  her  devisees  of  the  premises  and  her  heir-at- 
law,  who  was  also  heir-at-law  of  John  Clavel,  Lord  Denman  ruled  that  the 
defendant,  admitting  those  facts,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the 
property,  unless  he,  the  defendant,  proved  the  will  of  John  Clavel,  was  entitled 
to  begin. 

"  Where  in  ejectment  by  the  heir-at-law  to  recover  premises  conveyed  by  the 
deceased  ancestor,  under  a  deed  which  was  impeached  on  the  ground  of  his  in- 
capacity at  the  time  of  the  execution,  held,  that  as  the  seisin  of  the  ancestor  at 
the  time  of  his  death  was  not  admitted,  the  mere  admission  of  the  lessors  title 
as  heir  by  pedigree  did  not  entitle  the  defendant  to  begin :  Doe  v.  Tucker,  M.  & 
M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  536;  Doe  v.  Smart,  1  M.  A  Rob.  476. 

*  Doe  V.  Lewis,  1  Car.  &  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  122. 

*  Doe  V.  Bray,  M.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  166.  Where  each  party  claimed  as 
heir-at-law,  and  the  defendant,  if  legitimate,  was  clearly  heir,  it  was  held  (by 
Yaughan,  B.),  that  an  admission  by  him,  that  unless  he  were  legitimate,  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  the  heir-at-law,  did  not  entitle  the  defendant  to  begin. 

'  Doe  V.  Cobett,  3  Camp.  368  ;  Doe  v.  Barnes,  supra. 

«  Doe  dem.  Bather  v.  Brayne,  5  C.  B.  (57  E.  C.  L.  R.)  655. 
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death ;  or  rather,  in  truth,  that  the  ancestor  devised  it,  and  the  ad- 
mission is  no  admission  of  that  fact,  but  at  most  only  a  qualified  one 
of  the  lessor's  title,  viz.,  unlets  defeated  by  the  subsequent  will.^ 

It  seems  to  be  discretionary  in  the  judge,  whether,  after  the  plain- 
tiff has  closed  his  case,  and  the  defendant's  counsel  has  commenced 
his  address  to  the  jury,  the  plaintiff's  counsel  can  be  allowed  to  go 
into  a  new  case.^  In  a  penal  action  the  court  will  not  permit  a  defect 
in  the  plain tiflTs  case  to  be  supplied,  unless  it  has  arisen  merely  from 
inadvertence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintifTs  counsel.* 

Where  there  are  several  issues,  the  proof  of  some  being  incumbent 
on  the  plaintiff,  and  of  others  on  the  defendant,  it  is  usual  for  the 
plaintiff  to  begin,^  and  to  prove  those  which  are  essential  to  his  case, 

**  Per  Le  Blanc,  J.,  Edwards  v.  Sharrett,  I  East  614. 

*  Alldred  v.  Halliwell,  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  117  ;  cor.  Lord  Ellenborough. 
GeDerallj,  the  judge  will  allow  witnesses  to  be  called  to  obviate  any  objection 
beside  the  merits  of  the  case,  even  after  the  party* s  case  is  closed :  CHlss  v. 
Powell  2  Car.  &  P.  (12  E.  C.  L.  R.)  259. 

J  James  v.  Salter^  I  M.  &  Rob.  501  ;  Curtis  v.  Wheeler,  M.  &  M.  (22  £.  G.  L. 
R.)  493;  WilUa^ns  v.  Thomas,  4  C.  &  P.  (19  E  C.  L.  R.)  234;  Jackson  v. 
Heakeih,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  518 ;  Booth  v.  Millns,  15  M.  A  W.  669 ;  see 

^  It  is  a  general  rule  that  the  plaintiff  who  has  the  burden  of  proof  shall  have 
the  general  reply  or  closing  argument,  and  the  only  exception  is  where  the  de- 
fendant, by  his  plea,  admits  the  whole  cause  of  action  stated  in  the  declaration, 
and  undertakes  to  remove  or  defeat  it  by  the  matter  set  up  in  his  bar :  Ayre  v. 
Austin,  6  Pick.  225 ;  see  also  Abai  v.  Signa,  5  Mart.  N.  S.  75.  And  where  the 
defendant  pleads  the  general  issue  in  connection  with  a  special  plea  which 
admits  the  cause  of  action,  the  right  of  reply  will  belong  to  the  plaintiff, 
although  the  defendant  should  waive  the  general  issue :  Ayre  v.  AtLstin,  6  Pick. 
225.  In  an  action  of  trespass  qua.  claus.freg,  if  the  defendant  plead  soil  and 
freehold  in  himself,  upon  which  issue  is  joined  and  there  be  no  other  plea,  he 
has  the  affirmative,  and  will  have  the  right  of  opening  and  closing :  Davis  v. 
Mason,  6  Pick.  156.  Where  the  probate  of  a  will  is  opposed  on  the  ground 
that  the  testator  when  he  executed  it  was  not  of  sane  mind,  the  burden  of  proof 
in  the  first  instance  is  on  him  who  offers  the  will  for  probate,  and  he  will  ac- 
cordingly be  entitled  to  the  opening  and  closing  argument :  Brooks  v.  Barrett, 
7  Pick.  94.  *'  Although  in  most  cases  where  the  defendant  pleads  merely  an 
affirmative  plea,  he  is  by  the  course  of  practice  entitled  to  the  conclusion,  yet 
the  plea  of  property,  as  I  apprehend,  does  not  produce  this  effect  in  the  action 
of  replevin.  The  plaintiff  I  think  must,  notwithstanding,  first  prove  that  he 
has  a  right  to  miuntain  bis  writ  of  replevin,  by  showing  that  he  has  either  an 
absolute  or  special  property  in  himself."  Per  Kennedy,  J.,  in  Marsh  v.  Pier^ 
4  Rawle  283.  Where  counsel  rose  to  address  the  jury,  and  the  judge  told  him 
he  should  charge  against  him,  and  he  did  not  therefore  address  the  jury,  it  was 
held  that  this  was  a  voluntary  relinquishment  of  the  right  to  address  them, 
not  compelled  by  the  decision  of  the  judge :  Jackson  v.  Cody^  3  Cow.  140.   G. 
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and  then  the  defendant  does  the  same,  and  afterwards  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  go  into  evidence  to  controvert  the  defendant's  affirmative 
proofs ;  the  defendant's  counsel  is  entitled  to  a  reply  upon  such  evi- 
dence,^ in  support  of  his  own  affirmatives,  *and  the  plain-  rsicgng-i 
tiff's  counsel  to  a  general  reply.  Where,  however,  there  are 
issues  involving  different  transactions,  the  proof  of  one  of  which  is 
incumbent  on  the  plaintiff,  and  the  proof  of  the  other  of  which  is 
incumbent  on  the  defendant,  some  difference  has  obtained  in  practice 
on  the  question  whether  the  plaintiff  be  bound  to  go  into  evidence,  as 
part  of  his  own  case,  to  negative  the  defendant's  case,  as  well  as 
affirmatively  to  establish  his  own.  According  to  the  later  authorities 
it  is  now  settled  that  he  is  not  bound  to  enter  on  any  such  negative 
evidence  in  the  first  instance,  but  may  waive  his  proof  until  the 
defendant  has  exhausted  his  affirmative  evidence  in  support  of  his 
own  case.  But  it  is  also  laid  down,  that  if  the  plaintiff  elect  to  enter 
at  all  into  such  negative  evidence  in  the  first  instance,  he  must  then 
produce  the  whole  of  that  evidence,  and  that  he  cannot  in  such  case 
be  permitted  to  adduce  negative  evidence  generally  in  reply.  Where 
to  a  declaration  for  a  libel  the  defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue, 
and  several  pleas  of  justification,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  might, 
if  he  chose,  go  into  evidence  in  the  first  instance  to  negative  the 
pleas  of  justification,  but  that  he  could  not  go  into  part  of  such  evi- 
dence in  the  first  instance,  and  adduce  the  remainder  in  reply  to  the 
defendant's  case."  Although  *there  be  in  fact  several  j-^/,^--, 
issues,  as  where  in  an  action  of  assault  and  battery  the  de-    ^         -^ 

Mercer  v.  WhaU,  5  Q.  B.  (48  E.  C.  L.  R.)  447.  A  party  has  a  right  to  have 
all  the  issues  tried,  although  one  which  goes  to  the  whole  oause  of  action  or 
defence  is  proved  against  him  by  his  own  witness :  Fry  v.  Moncktonj  2  M.  & 
Rob.  303. . 

^  Meagoe  v.  Simmons,  3  Car.  &  P.  (14  E.  C.  L.  R.)  75 ;  M.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  121. 

^  See  Reea  v.  Smith,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  £.  C.  L.  R.)  31 ;  where  in  an  action  of 
trespass,  q.  cf,,  &c.,  to  which  the  defendant  had  pleaded  the  general  issue,  and 
pleas  of  justification,  Lord  Ellenborough  stated  the  rule  to  be,  that  where  by 
pleading,  or  by  reason  of  notice  the  defence  was  known,  the  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff  was  bound  to  open  the  whole  case  in  chief,  and  could  not  proceed  in 
parts.  And  his  Lordship  held  the  same  doctrine  in  the  case  of  bills  of  exchange, 
where  a  notice  had  been  given  of  the  intention  to  dispute  the  consideration : 
Ddauney  v.  Mitchell,  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  439 ;  see  also  Spooner  v.  Gardi- 
ner, R.  &  M.  (21  E.  0.  L.  R.)  86. 

"  Brown  v.  Murray,  R.  &  M.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  254 ;  cwr.  Lord  Tenterden,  0. 
J.  His  Lordship  had  previously  ruled  to  the  same  effect  in  Sylvester  v.  IfaUf 
Sitt.  after  Trin.,  July  1825 ;  where,  to  an  action  for  trespass  and  false  imprison- 
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fendant  pleads  not  guilty,  and  son  assault  demesne;  yet,  if  the 
defence  consista  of  distinct  collateral  matter,  the  negative  of  which 
requires  no  proof  from  the  plaintiiT  in  the  first  instance,  notwith- 
standing the  plaintiff  had  notice  of  the  defence  intended  to  be  set  up, 
it  is  not  necessary  for  him  to  go  into  any  evidence  in  answer  to  that 
defence,  until  the  defendant  has,  by  his  proof,  called  upon  him  for  a 
reply ;  this  appears  to  be  a  matter  of  practical  convenience,  subject 
to  the  discretion  of  the  Court.''    It  is  possible  that  the  defendant 

ment,  the  defendant  had  pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  also  several  pleas  in 
justification.  Park,  J.,  ruled  accordingly  in  Eoe  v.  Day,  7  C.  A  P.  (32  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  707.  On  the  trial  of  an  actiou  for  not  setting  out  tithes,  some  questions 
were  asked  of  the  plaintiff's  witnesses,  on  cross-examination,  as  to  the  land 
being  barren,  and  who  on  re-examination  swore  as  to  its  fertility.  The  defence 
was,  that  the  land  was  barren.  On  evidence  being  given  by  the  defendant  to  this 
effect,  the  plaintiff  was  allowed  to  give  evidence  in  reply :  Greswolde  v.  Kemp, 
Car.  &  M.  (41  E.  C.  L.  R.)  635. 

^  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  adopted  this  course,  and  allowed  a  plaintiff  to  give 
evidence  in  answer  to  a  defence  in  an  action  on  a  bill  that  there  was  no  con- 
sideration, after  notice  of  the  intended  defence:  Sitt.  after  Hil.  1820,  at  West- 
minster ;  provided  no  suspicion  has  been  cast  on  the  plaintiff's  title  by  cross- 
examination  of  plaintiff's  witnesses:  R.  &  M.  (21  E.  G.  L.  R.)  255,  supra;  see 
Vol.  II.,  tit.  Bills  of  Exchange  ;  Spooner  v.  Gardiner,  R.  &  M.  (21  £.  C.  L.  R.) 
84.  Where  the  plaintiff  made  out  a  primd  facie  case  in  ejectment  as  heir-at- 
law,  and  the  defendant  set  up  a  claim  under  a  will,  the  plaintiff  was  allowed  to 
prove  a  claim  under  a  subsequent  will :  Doe  v.  GosUy,  2  M.  &  Rob.  243.  Wil- 
liams V.  Davies,  1  C..<Sb  M.  464,  was  a  case  where  there  were  cross  demands,  and 
set-off  was  pleaded ;  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  need  not  in  the  first  instance 
prove  more  than  the  balance  which  he  claimed,  and  that  after  the  defendant 
had  proved  his  set-off,  the  plaintiff  might  prove  other  sums  to  be  due,  so  as  to 
cover  the  set-off;  and  Lord  Lyndhurst,  0.  B.,  said  either  way  of  proceeding  may 
be  correct,  and  it  must  be  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  judge  to  admit  the  evi- 
dence or  not.  In  Wright  v.  Wilson,  18  L.  J.,  0.  P.  333,  the  defendant  having 
introduced  a  new  and  material  fact  not  alluded  to  in  the  plaintiff's  case,  as  it 
appeared  in  evidence  or  in  the  pleadings,  the  plaintiff  was  allowed  to  produce 
evidence  in  answer  to  it,  and  the  court  objected  to  any  general  rule,  saying  it 
was  in  the  discretion  of  the  judge  and  subject  to  the  review  of  the  court.  The 
plaintiff  in  ejectment  made  out  a  primd  facie  case,  by  showing  that  the  defend- 
ant came  into  possession  under  his  tenant.  The  defendant  giving  evidence  to 
show  that  a  piece  of  garden  ground,  part  of  the  disputed  premises,  was  demised 
to  him  by  his  father,  the  plaintiff  was  admitted  to  show  in  reply  rent  received 
for  the  land  by  himself  and  his  predecessor  for  forty  years :  Doe  v.  Mohbs,  1  Car. 
&  M.  (41  E.  C.  L.  R.)  L  So,  in  trespass  for  taking  the  plaintiff's  goods,  where 
the  pleas  were  not  guilty,  a  traverse  of  the  plaintiff's  property,  and  that  they 
were  distrained  after  being  fraudulently  removed  to  avoid  a  distress,  and  the 
plaintiff  at  the  trial  proved  the  trespass  and  his  right  to  the  goods,  and  the  de- 
fendant gave  evidence  of  the  fraudulent  removal ;  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff 
might  prove  in  reply,  that  the  defendant  had  parted  with  his  reversion  before 
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may  *not  be  able  to  establish  any  case,  and  thus  time  may 

be  saved  by  postponing  the  plaintiflTs  reply ;  besides,  until   ^         J 

the  defendant  has  adduced  such  evidence,  it  cannot  be  known  with 

any  certainty  to  what  points  the  plaintiff  is  to  adduce  his  evidence  in 

reply. 

After  the  defendant  has  adduced  his  evidence  the  plaintiff's 
counsel  at  once  proceeds,  without  any  observations,  to  tender  any 
evidence  he  may  have  in  reply ;  but  such  evidence  must  be  con- 
fined by  negativing  specific  acts  sworn  to  by  the  defendant's  wit- 
nesses, the  proof  of  which  he  could  not  be  expected  to  have  antici- 
pated, or  to  answer  the  defendant's  case,  where  he  has  not  attempted 
to  negative  that  case  in  the  first  instance.  He  cannot  be  allowed  to 
adduce  evidence  which  he  might  have  given  in  support  of  his' own 
case  in  the  first  instance.**  Upon  the  evidence  thus  ad-  r*(^AQ-i 
duced  in  *reply  the  defendant's  counsel  has  then  a  right 

the  removal :  Ashmore  v.  Hardy,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  £.  0.  L.  K.)  501.  Lord  fiUen- 
borongh  usually  required  the  plaintiff  under  such  circumstances  to  go  at  once 
into  the  whole  of  his  case. 

"  Thus  where  the  plaintiff  sued  as  endorsee  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  and  on  a 
traverse  of  the  endorsement  relied  in  the  first  instance  on  a  primd  facie  case  by 
merely  giving  evidence  of  the  defendant's  handwriting.  The  defendant  then 
proved  that  the  plaintiff  was  too  poor  to  have  discounted  the  bill,  and  denied  all 
knowledge  of  it,  and  had  said  that  the  action  was  not  brought  by  his  authority ; 
it  was  held,  that  the  plaintiff  in  reply  could  not  produce  evidence  to  show  that 
he  had  the  means  of  discounting  the  bill  and  had  in  fact  done  so,  for  the  fresh 
evidence  was  merely  confirmatory  of  the  plaintiff's  case:  Jacobs  v.  Ittrleton,  11 
Q.  B.  (63  E.  C.  L.  R.)  421. 

So  if  the  prosecutor  give  evidence  to  prove  that  a  robbery  was  committed  by 
the  prisoner,  he  cannot,  upon  an  alibi  being  set  up,  prove  that  he  was  not  at 
the  other  place,  but  near  the  spot  where  the  robbery  was  committed :  B»  v.  ffil- 
ditch,  5  C.  &  P.  (24  £.  C.  L.  H.)  299.  But  in  case  for  the  negligent  driving  at 
X.,  the  plaintiff  having  given  evidence  to  show  he  was  near  the  spot  at  the  time 
in  question,  the  defence  set  up  an  cUibi  at  E,  It  was  held,  that  this  being  a  new 
fact  disclosed  in  the  defence  the  plaintiff  might  call  in  evidence  in  contradiction 
to  show  that  he  was  at  X.,  although  the  general  nature  of  the  defence  had  been 
disclosed  by  the  cross-examination :  Briggs  v.  At/nstoorthj  2  M.  &  Rob.  168. 

In  a  prosecution,  however,  for  larceny,  the  case  for  the  Crown  was,  that  the 
goods  were  stolen  and  found  in  possession  of  the  prisoner.  For  the  defence,  his 
daughter  proved  that  he  bought  them  of  A.  The  prosecutor  called  A.,  and  at- 
tempted to  prove  by  him  that  he  had  seen  the  prisoner  steal  them ;  but  he  was 
confined  by  the  court  to  the  question  whether  he  had  sold  them :  ^.  v.  Stimpeon, 
2  C.  &  P.  (12  £.  C.  L.  R.)  415.  So,  in  an  action  on  a  builder's  bill,  the  defence 
was  that  the  charges  were  too  high,  and  the  defendant  called  a  surveyor  who 
said  they  were  £100  too  high,  when  the  plaintiff  offered  a  letter  written  on  the 
defendant's  part  by  his  attorney  some  time  before,  complaining  that  his  sur- 
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f'^BlO!   ^^  comment,  but  his  observations  must  be  confined  to  that 
'^'matter,  for  upon  the  plaintifTs  original  case  and  his  own 
evidence  he  has  already  commented.     The  plaintiff  is  then  entitled 
to  the  general  reply. 

Such  is  the  course  where  the  plaintiff  begins ;  but  where  the  proof 
lies  upon  the  defendant  alone,  he  is  entitled  to  begin,^  the  order  of 
proof  is  reversed,  and  his  counsel  becomes  entitled  to  the  reply.  Thus 
where  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claimed  as  heir-at-law  and  the  defend- 
ant as  devisee,  and  the  latter  admitting  the  lessor's  title  as  heir 
opened  a  new  case,  which  the  plaintiff  answered  by  evidence;  it  was 
held,  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  the  general  reply.*^     The 

veyor  thought  them  £60  too  high ;  but  Lord  Tenterden  held  that  it  was  not 
properly  evidence  in  reply :  Knapp  v.  ffaskallj  4  G.  &  P.  (19  £.  C.  L.  R.)  590. 
So,  in  an  action  for  the  negligent  driving  of  the  defendant's  servant,  whereby 
the  plaintiff's  goods  were  injured,  being  then  in  the  possession  of  his  servant; 
the  witness  who  proved  it  was  cross-examined  with  a  view  to  show  that  they 
were  the  property  of  P.,  and  witnesses  were  called  for  the  same  object ;  a  wit- 
ness was  allowed  to  be  called  by  the  plaintiff,  in  reply,  to  prove  that  the  goods 
were  not  P.'s,  but  not  tct  prove  that  they  were  the  plaintiff's :  Whittingham  v. 
Bloxham,  4  C.  &  P.  (19  B.  C.  L.  R.)  597  ;  and  see  Bowe  v.  Brenton,  3  M.  &  R. 
133 ;  Roe  V.  Day,  7  Car.  A;  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  705 ;  Brown  v.  Murray^  Ry.  & 
M.  (21  £.  G.  L.  R.)  254.  Where  A,  was  called  by  the  defendant  to  prove  con- 
versations between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant's  agents,  cutting  down  the 
plaintiff's  claim,  it  was  proposed  by  the  plaintiff,  after  the  defendant's  case  was 
closed,  to  call  B,  in  order  to  contradict  A. ;  and  this  conrse  was  allowed,  not- 
withstanding that  the  course  of  cross-examination  by  the  defendant's  counsel 
gave  notice  of  this  case,  so  that  the  plaintiff  might  have  called  B.  in  the  first 
instance.  But  the  examination  of  B,  was  confined  to  what  took  place  on  any 
occasion  when  A,  admitted  that  B,  was  present :  Cope  v.  Thames  Haven  Dock 
Company,  2  G.  &  K.  (61  E.  G.  L.  R.)  757.  So,  although  a  prosecutor  cannot 
call  witnesses  to  strengthen  his  case,  he  may  to  contradict  the  prisoner's  wit- 
nesses: 2  Lew.  G.  G.  J51.  Where  a  prisoner  on  his  trial  makes  a  defence  re- 
pugnant to  that  made  by  him  on  his  examination  before  the  committing  magis- 
trate, the  latter  not  having  been  given  as  evidence  in  chief,  cannot,  it  has  been 
said,  be  proved  to  contradict  the  prisoner's  witnesses:  R,  v.  Powell^  Gar.  &  M. 
(41  E.  G.  L.  R.)  500. 

P  See  ante,  pp.  602,  603. 

4  OoodtitU  dem,  Reveit  v.  Braham,  on  a  trial  at  bar,  4  T.  R.  497.  From  the 
report  of  this  case  it  appears  that  the  whole  case  went  to  the  jury  on  the  de- 
fendant's title  as  devisee,  the  lessor's  title  as  heir  being  admitted  ;  and  see  Fenn 
V.  Johnson,  Adams'  Eject.  4th  ed. ;  Doe  dem,  Corhett  v.  Corbeit,  3  Gamp.  368, 
ante,  p.  604.  But  where  the  plaintiff  in  such  a  case  is  put  to  proof  of  his  pedi- 
gree, it  seems  to  be  clear  that  he  may,  at  his  election,  go  into  proof  to  con- 
trovert the  defendant's  supposed  case,  and  he  would  then  be  entitled  to  the 
general  reply ;  see  Doe  dem.  Bather  v.  Braye,  5  G.  B,  (57  E.  G.  L.  R.)  655 ; 
supra,  p.  605. 
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title  of  the  lessor  as  heir  being  once  admitted,  the  effect  as  to  the 
order  of  proof  was  the  same  as  if  it  had  not  been  disputed  at  all ;  and 
consequently,  the  whole  issue  lying  upon  the  defendant,  he  was  in 
the  same  situation  with  a  plaintiff  in  ordinary  cases,  and  entitled  to 
begin/ 

In  civil,  and  now  also  in  criminal  cases,' the  party,  '''in    r^t^i-i-i 
addition  to  the  evidence  which  he  adduces  (the  prohatio  in 
artifieialis  of  the  Roman  law),*  is  entitled  to  the  aid  of  the  comments 
and  arguments  of  counsel"  {the  probatio  artificialis)y  as  applied  to  the 
evidence  in  general.     The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff'  has  an  opportu- 

'  See  ante,  p.  604. 

'  Upon  indictments  for  misdemeanors  the  defendant's  counsel  was  always 
entitled  to  address  the  jury,  and  the  same  privilege  was  conferred  by  7  Will. 
III.  c.  3,  in  cases  of  treason  within  that  statute ;  and  in  cases  of  felony  and 
summary  convictions  by  6  &  7  Will.  IV.  c.  114,  ss.  1,  2.  After  a  prisoner's 
counsel  has  addressed  the  jury,  the  prisoner  cannot  be  heard  himself;  B,  v. 
Boucher,  8  C.  &  P.  (34  B.  C.  L.  R.)  141 ;  B,  v.  Bider,  Ibid.  539.  He  cannot 
have  the  privilege  of  two  statements,  one  by  himself  and  another  by  his  counsel : 
B.  V.  Burrows,  2  M.  &  Rob.  124.  But  where  no  one  was  present  at  the  time  to 
contradict  the  prosecutor's  statement,  the  prisoner  has  been  allowed  to  make  his 
own  statement  before  his  counsel  addressed  the  jury :  B,  v.  IfalingSy  8  C.  &  P. 
(34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  242, 

*  Quintil.,  lib.  5,  c.  8.  According  to  the  practice  of  the  ancient  Roman  law, 
the  advocate  was  entitled  to  make  a  perpetual  running  comment  upon  the  testi- 
mony of  the  witnesses,  and  the  documentary  evidence  as  it  was  adduced. 
Formerly,  in  our  own  Courts,  the  junior  as  well  as  the  senior  counsel  addressed 
the  jury ;  and  the  form  is  still  preserved  in  trials  for  high  treason. 

"  The  object  of  the  opening  of  a  case  by  counsel  is  to  give  the  jury  a  general 
notion  of  what  will  be  given  in  evidence ;  but  a  statement  of  a  fact  by  him  does 
not  in  itself  alone  give  the  opposite  party  a  right  to  use  it  as  a  fact  in  the  cause : 
per  Pollock,  C.  B.,  1  C.  &  R.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  684.  Where  a  party  in  a  civil 
suit  conducts  his  own  case,  it  has  been  said  that  counsel  cannot  be  heard  for 
him  on  points  of  law  :  Moscati  v.  Lawson,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  £.  C.  L.  R.)  328  ;  Shut- 
tleworth  v.  Nteholsoriy  1  M.  &  Rob.  251.  Nor  can  the  same  person  act  as  advo- 
cate and  give  evidence  as  a  witness :  Stones  v.  Byron,  4  D.  &  L.  393.  Counsel 
also  cannot  be  heard  for  a  witness  on  the  point,  whether  on  an  objection  made 
by  a  witness  to  a  question  he  is  bound  or  not  to  answer  it :  B.  v.  Adey,  1  M.  & 
Rob.  94.  When  points  of  law  arise  in  the  course  of  a  cause,  all  the  counsel  are 
heard  upon  it ;  but  the  leading  counsel  only  replies  :  of  course,  when  the  de- 
fendant's counsel  applies  for  a  nonsuit,  and  is  answered  by  the  plaintiff's 
counsel,  the  reply  is  on  the  law  only:  Arden  v.  Tucker,  1  M.  &  Rob.  192. 
Upon  the  question  as  to  the  right  to  begin,  one  counsel  only  is  heard :  Bawlins 
V.  Desborough,  2  M.  &  Rob.  70;  see  Bastard  v.  Smith,  Ibid.  130. 

*  The  counsel  for  a  plaintiff  labors  under  a  disadvantage  in  commenting  upon 
his  evidence  before  it  has  been  given ;  it  is  frequently  hazardous  to  lay  much 
stress  upon  facts  which  afterwards  may  not  be  proved,  and  it  not  unfrequently 
happens  that  the  proof  varies  so  much  from  the  statement  as  to  render  his  com- 
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r*6121  ^'^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  *comments  in  stating  his  case  to  the  jury.^ 
When  the  plaintiff's  case  has  been  concluded,  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  in  his  turn  observes  upon  the  evidence  given,  and  also 
on  that  which  he  intends  to  adduce;"  and  after  the  defendant  has  ex- 
hausted his  evidence,  the  plaintiff's  counsel  replies/    And  thus  each 

ments  and  inferences  irrelevant,  and  sometimes  even  injurious.  The  same 
observations  apply  to  the  defenoe,  where  the  defendant  calls  witnesses :  his 
counsel  addresses  the  jury  upon  the  case  to  be  made  out  for  the  defendant,  and 
upon  the  contradiction  to  be  given  to  the  plaintiff's  witnesses  hypothetically, 
upon  the  supposition  that  all  which  is  stated  will  be  proved ;  he  stands  there- 
fore in  a  most  hazardous  situation  with  reference  to  the  plaintiff's  counsel, 
who  has  the  opportunity  of  commenting  on  the  whole  case,  not  conditionally 
and  subject  to  the  contingency  that  the  very  foundation  on  which  his  argu- 
ments rest  may  sink  from  under  him,  but  with  a  full  and  certain  knowledge  of 
all  the  evidence  in  the  cause.  This  practice  not  unfrequently  induces  a  de- 
fendant's counsel  to  waive  his  defence  by  witnesses,  and  to  rely  on  the  infirmity 
of  the  plaintiff's  case,  rather  than  give  his  counsel  the  opportunity  of  replying. 
This  is  a  practice  attended  with  considerable  inconvenience,  inasmuch  as  it 
frequently  excludes  from  the  view  of  the  Court  and  jury  circumstances  which 
might  materially  assist  them  in  attaining  to  a  correct  conclusion  in  law  and  in 
fact,  and  it  has  justly  led  to  a  conviction  on  the  part  of  many  eminent  persons 
that  the  practice  ought  to  be  altered. 

^  In  criminal  cases  the  duty  of  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  is  to  assist  in 
the  furtherance  of  justice,  without  considering  himself  as  acting  for  any  party  : 
B.  V.  Thurafield,  8  C.  &  P.  (34  £.  G.  L.  R.)  269.  And  if  there  be  no  counsel 
regularly  retained  for  the  prosecution,  but  the  depositions  are  by  direction  of 
the  Court  handed  to  counsel,  he  should  consider  himself  as  counsel  for  the 
Crown,  and  act  in  all  respects  as  if  instructed  by  the  prosecutor,  not  as  mere 
assistant  to  the  judge  in  examining  the  witnesses :  R,  v.  Littleton^  9  C.  A;  P.  (38 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  671.  He  should  open  the  case  for  the  prosecution  wherever  there 
is  counsel  for  the  prisoner:  R,  v.  Gascoine,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  772  ;  or 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  are  peculiar :  R.  v.  Botoler,  Ibid.  773.  In  so  doing 
he  may  state  declarations  made  by  the  prisoner  as  well  as  facts :  R.  v.  Hcurtel^ 
7  C.  A  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  773 ;  R,  v.  Orrell,  1  M.  &  Rob.  467  j  7  C.  &  P.  (32 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  774,  s.  c. ;  may  read  the  general  observations  of  a  judge,  made  some 
years  before,  on  the  nature  and  effect  of  circumstantial  evidence,  using  them 
as  his  own  opinions  and  as  part  of  his  own  address  :  R,  v.  Courvoisier^  9  Q,  & 
P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  362 :  and  may  put  hypothetically  the  case  of  an  attack  upon 
the  character  of  a  witness  for  the  Crown,  and  state  that  if  made  he  shall  be 
prepared  to  rebut  it:  Ibid. 

■  But  the  counsel  for  a  prisoner  in  a  criminal  case  cannot  state  the  prisoner's 
story,  or  anything  which  he  is  not  in  a  condition  to  prove  :  R,  v.  Beard,  8  C.  A; 
P.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  142. 

*  Since  the  passing  of  the  Prisoners'  Counsel  Bill,  6  &  7  Will.  IV.,  c.  114, 
the  following  rules  on  this  subject  have  been  made  by  the  judges :  7  C.  &  P. 
(32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  676;  2  Lew.  C.  C.  262:  ''If  the  only  evidence  called  on  the 
part  of  the  prisoner  is  evidence  to  character,  although  the  counsel  for  the  prose- 
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party  has  an  opportunity  of  *commenting  upon  the  whole   p^/>H  q-i 
of  the  evidence.**     If  the  defendant's  counsel  merely  com- 
ment on  the  plaintiff's  case,  and  adduce  no  evidence,^  the  plaintifp's 

cution  is  entitled  to  the  reply,  it  will  be  a  matter  for  his  discretion  whether  he 
will  use  it  or  not ;  cases  may  occur  in  which  it  may  be  fit  and  proper  so  to  do. 
In  cases  of  public  prosecutions  for  felony,  instituted  by  the  Crown,  the  law 
officers  of  the  Crown,  and  those  who  represent  them,  are  in  strictness  entitled 
to  the  reply,  although  no  evidence  is  produced  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner.^' 
They  may  in  strictness  do  so,  although  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner 
be  only  to  character :  R.  v.  Stannard,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  703 ;  although 
the  Court  will  recommend  the  right  to  be  exercised  only  under  special  circum- 
stances: Ibid.  And  the  reply  may  be  not  on  the  evidence  to  character  only, 
but  on  the  whole  case  :  E,  v.  Whiting,  7  C.  A  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  771.  But  on 
an  indictment  against  two  for  stealing  sheep  and  two  for  receiving  them,  the 
latter  of  whom  alone  called  witnesses,  it  was  held,  that  although  the  counsel 
for  the  prosecution  was  entitled  to  the  general  reply,  he  was  bound  to  confine 
it  ta  the  case  of  the  party  calling  witnesses :  E,  v.  Hayes,  2  M.  &  Rob.  1 55. 
And  where  A,  was  indicted  for  feloniously  abusing  a  girl  under  ten  years  of 
age,  and  B»  for  aiding  and  abetting,  and  ^.'s  counsel  called  no  witnesses,  but 
B.,  who  had  no  counsel,  called  a  witness  to  prove  an  alibi  for  A,,  it  was  held, 
that  this  was  evidence  for  A.,  and  the  counsel  for  the  prosecution  might  reply 
on  the  whole  case,  but  should  exercise  his  right  with  great  forbearance :  E.  v. 
Jordan,  9  C.  &  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  118. 

^  Where  a  plea  has  been  demurred  to,  and  judgment  given  for  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  venire  is  as  well  to  try  the  issue  joined  as  to  assess  damages  upon  the  plea 
demurred  to ;  the  defendant's  counsel  cannot  comment  on  the  facts  contained  in 
that  plea  as  admitted :  Ingram  v.  Lawson,  2  M.  &  Rob.  253 ;  but  see  Gregory  v. 
Duke  of  Brunswick,  1  C.  &  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  24. 

^  But  if  the  defendant's  counsel  state  facts  which  he  proposes  to  prove,  and 
afterwards  declines  to  call  witnesses,  the  prevalent  opinion  seems  to  be,  that  the 
plaintiff's  counsel  is  entitled  to  reply:  E.  v.  Bignold,  1  Dow.  &  Ry.  C.  (16  E. 
C.  L.  R.)  59  J  E.  V.  Home,  20  How.  St.  Tr.  662 ;  J?,  v.  Carlisle,  6  C.  A  P.  (25 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  636 ;  Faith  v.  Melntyre,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  44.  There  the 
connsel  for  the  defendant  having  proved  a  document  on  cross-examination,  read 
it  as  part  of  his  speech,  and  Parke,  B.,  intimated,  that  in  point  of  good  faith  it 
ought  to  be  put  in,  which  was  done,  and  the  plaintiff's  counsel  replied.  In 
Crerar  v.  Sodo,  M.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  86,  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  and  in 
NaUh  V.  Brown,  2  C.  &  K.  (61  E.  C.  L.  R.)  219,  Pollock,  C.  fe.,  held  that  the 
allowing  a  reply  in  such  a  case  was  discretionary  on  the  part  of  the  judge;  the 
'  object  being  to  prevent  injustice  by  the  statement  of  facts  not  intended  to  be 

\  proved.    An  account-book  having  been  put  into  the  witness's  hands  to  refresh 

his  memory,  the  opposite  counsel  made  observations  as  to  the  state  in  which  it 
was  kept ;  but  this  was  held  not  to  give  a  right  to  reply :  Pullcn  v.  White,  3  C. 
&  P.  (14  E.  C.  L.  R.)  434.  Nor  does  evidence  given  by  a  defendant  to  satisfy 
the  judge  merely,  e,  g,  to  show  the  inadmissibility  of  secondary  evidence,  en- 
title the  plaintiff  to  a  reply :  Harvey  v.  Mitchell,  2  M.  &  Rob.  366.  In  crown 
and  revenue  cases,  the  Attorney-General  and  those  who  represent  him  have  a 
right  to  reply,  although  no  evidence  be  given  by  the  defendant.    Wherever  the 
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counsel  cannot  *reply,  for  he  has  already  been  heard, 
i-  -^  Where  the  plaintiff  adduces  fresh  evidence  in  contradiction 
of  some  new  facts  stated  by  the  defendant's  witnesses,^  it  is  unneces- 
sary to  preface  such  evidence  by  observations ;  for,  after  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  has  observed  upon  the  evidence  in  contradiction,  the 
plaintiffs  counsel  is  entitled  to  a  general  reply.  And  in  such  case 
the  defendant's  counsel  may  be  heard,  but  he  is  not  entitled  to  reason 
upon  the  whole  of  the  evidence,  he  roust  confine  his  remarks  to  the 
subject  of  contradiction  only,  having  already  made  his  observations 
on  the  supposition  that  his  witnesses  would  be  believed,  and  his  case 
established. 

Where  documentary  evidence  is  tendered  which  is  primd  facie  ad- 
missible, the  opposite  party  cannot,  it  has  been  said,  at  that  stage 
introduce  independent  evidence  to  show  that  it  is  inadmissible,  such 
evidence  being  part  of  his  own  case.*  But  this  would  seem  to  be  erro- 
^  neous,'and  *if  it  be  necessary,  in  order  to  introduce  secondary 
^  ^  evidence,  to  prove  possession  of  a  document  by  the  adversary, 
he  may  from  the  nature  of  the  case  produce  evidence  to  show  that  he 
had  not  possession  of  it.* 

If  several  defendants  appear  by  different  counsel,  the  issues  on 
their  respective  pleas  being  the  same,  and  they  are  in  the  same  in- 
terest, only  one  counsel  can  be  heard  for  all.^  Thus,  upon  a  joint 
plea  of  not  guilty,  the  counsel  of  each  defendant  cannot  separately 
cross-examine  or  address  the  jury.*     Where  the  defendants  in  eject- 

king^s  counsel  appear  officially  they  have  this  risht:  E,  v.  Gardner ^  1  G.  &  K. 
(47  E.  0.  L.  R.)  635  ;  and  note  ;  see  note  (a),  supra, 

^  See  $upraj  p.  608,  note  (o),  as  to  what  evidence  the  plaintiff  may  adduce  in 
reply. 

•  Jones  V.  Fort,  M.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  196 ;  Field  v.  Woods,  7  Ad.  &  E. 
(34  £.  0.  L.  R.)  114.  But  this  rule  was  said  to  be  subject  to  the  discretion  of 
the  judge  in  the  particular  case:  see  M.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  197,  n. 

'  The  old  ruling  can  hardly  be  supported,  when  it  is  remembered  that  such 
evidence  is  not  evidence  in  the  cause,  but  for  the  judge  on  a  collateral  and  in- 
cidental question  upon  which  he  ought  to  hear  the  whole  evidence  on  both  sides 
and  determine,  before  the  evidence  is  admitted :  Cleax>e  v.  Jones,  Hereford  Sum. 
Ass.  1851,  where  Erie,  J.,  admitted  evidence  on  the  voire  dire  to  show  that  a 
document  was  inadmissible  as  being  a  privileged  communication  to  an  attorney  ; 
and  see  Jacobs  v.  Laboum,  12  M.  &  W.  685 ;  Attom^-General  v.  Hitchcock^  1 
Ex.  95,  per  Parke,  B.,  and  next  note. 

s  Harv^  v.  Mitchell,  2  M.  <&  Rob.  366 ;  and  see  5  Q.  B.  (48  E.  G.  L.  R.)  187  ; 
Smith  V.  Sleap,  1  C.  &  K.  (47  £.  G.  L.  R.)  48. 

»»  Nicholson  v.  Brook,  2  Ex.  214 ;  Sparkes  v.  Barrett,  8  C.  &  P.  (34  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  442 ;  Macon  v.  Ditchboume,  1  M.  A;  Rob.  462 ;  4  Gamp.  174. 

*  Scale  V.  Evans,  7  G.  &  P.  (32  E.  G.  L.  R.)  593. 
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ment  appeared  by  different  attorneys  and  counsels,  but  they  supported 
the  same  title,  only  one  of  these  counsel  was  allowed  to  address  the 
jury.J  One  of  two  defendants  in  trover  appeared  by  counsel,  and  the 
other  in  person;  it  was  held,  that  the  defence  being  joint  and  by 
one  attorney,  the  counsel  only  could  address  the  jury,  but  the  party 
might  cross-examine  the  witnesses.^  But  where  parties  appear  by 
separate  attorneys  and  counsel,  and  their  interests  are  distinct,  the 
counsel  for  each  may  cross-examine  and  address  the  jury.^  And 
where  after  a  plea  in  abatement  for  nonjoinder  of  P.  and  others,  the 
plaintiff  brought  an  action  including  them,  to  which  action  P.  pleaded 
separately  non  a89umpsity  the  counsel  for  the  original  defendants  pro- 
posed to  prove  that  P.  was  liable,  held  that  P.'s  counsel  should 
address  the  jury  after  the  proposed  evidence  was  given.™ 

*A  plaintiff  is  not  precluded  from  recovering  on  any  de- 
mand  to  which  he  shows  himself  to  be  legally  entitled  by  ^  -^ 
the  allegations  on  the  record  and  the  evidence,  although  his  counsel 
may  not,  in  opening  his  case  to  the  jury,  have  insisted  on  that  de- 
mand. Thus,  in  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  with  the  money 
counts,  where  the  defendant  showed  that  the  risk  had  never  com- 
menced, it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  premium, 
although  no  claim  had  been  made  to  it  originally  by  his  counsel.'"™ 

Where  there  are  several  issues  on  pleas  by  different  defendants, 
and  one  will  decide  the  whole  case,  but  the  others  will  not,  the  former 
ought  to  be  tried  first:  as  where  one  pleads  in  abatement,  and  the 
other  pleads  to  the  action;  or  where  one  pleads  to  the  action,*"  and 
the  other  to  a  matter  personal  to  himself;^  or  where  in  trespass  one 
pleads  a  release,  the  other  not  guilty  or  a  justification.^  Where  there 
are  many  issues  the  court  may  order  them  to  be  tried  separately.^ 

The  order  of  priority  in  addressing  the  jury  by  different  counsel 

for  different  defendants,  and  proceeding  with  their  cases,  seems  to  be 

matter  for  the  discretion  of  the  judge.'     On   the  trial  of  an  issue 

^  Doe  V.  Tindale,  3  C.  &  P.  (14  E.  C.  L.  R,)  565. 
»  FerHng  v.  Thicker,  M.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  391. 

*  Ridgway  v.  Phillip,  1  C,  M.  &  R.  415  •,  King  v.  Williamson,  3  Stark.  C.  (3 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  162 ;  Masaey  v.  Goyder,  4  C.  &  P.  (19  E.  C.  L.  R.)  162 ;  and  see 
Ewhank  v.  Nutting,  7  C.  B.  (62  E.  C.  L.  R  )  797. 

■  Beah  v.  MouU,  1  C.  &  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  1. 

■■  PeMon  V.  Lee,  2  B.  &  P.  330. 

"^  Co.  Liu.  125;  Bro.,  Trial,  pi.  1,  pi.  48  ;  2  Rol.  Abr.  627  ;  Bac.  Abr.,  Trial,  K. 

•  Co.  Litt.  125  ;  2  Rol.  Abr.  628,  pi.  7. 

^  Ibid. ;  Bro.,  Trial,  pi.  48 ;  Bac.  Abr.,  Trial  K. 

^  Kemp  V.  Mackerill,  Sayer  131. 

'  Fletcher  v.  CroeHe^  2  M.  &  Rob.  417.    In  criminal  cases  the  Court  will  call 
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from  Chancery  by  plaintiff,  against  A.  B.  and  (7.  2>.,  to  try  whether 
the  plaintiff  was  next-of-kin  to  «7.  S.^  A.  B,  claimed  to  be  as  nearly 
related  to  J.  S.  as  the  plaintiff  was,  (7.  D,  set  up  a  claim  inconsist- 
ent with  both  of  them ;  held  that  at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case 
(7.  B,  must  both  open  and  prove  his  own  case,  and  that  then  A.  B. 
should  do  the  like,  the  plaintiff  having  the  general  reply  to  both.' 

*2dly.  As  to  the  nature,  quality  and  quantity  of  the  evi- 
L         -^    dence  to  be  adduced  by  the  parties.* 

In  the  first  place,  with  respect  to  the  nature  of  the  evidence ;  as 
the  business  of  trial  is  to  ascertain  the  truth  of  the  allegations  put 
in  issue,^  no  evidence  is  admissible  which  does  not  tend  to  prove  or 
disprove  the  issue  joined.^  Thus,  in  an  action  of  trespass  for  battery, 
the  defendant  cannot,  under  a  plea  of  not  guilty,  prove  that  the 
plaintiff  committed  the  first  assault,  for  that  is  not  the  issue.^ 

on  the  counsel  for  different  defendants  in  the  order  they  stand  on  the  record, 
unless  they  otherwise  agree :  B.  v.  Barber  and  others j  1  Gar.  &  K.  (47  £.  C.  L. 
R.)434. 

■  Phillips  V.  Willets,  2  M.  &  Rob.  319. 

^  The  nature  of  the  evidence  necessary  to  prove  particular  issues  will  be  con- 
sidered at  large  in  Vols.  II.  and  III. 

^  Prefatory  allegations  not  denied  must  be  taken  to  be  true,  and  proof  of  them 
by  the  plaintiff  is  not  admissible.  Gwynne  y.  Sharpe,  1  Car.  A;  M.  (41  E.G.  L. 
R.)  5«S2.  An  issue  ought  not  to  be  allowed  by  the  Gourtto  be  tried  at  nisiprius 
which  is  not  raised  by  the  pleadings,  unless  the  parties  amend  them :  Ellison  v. 
Isles,  11  A.  &  E.  (39  E.  G.  L.  R.)  665. 

"  So  where,  in  ejectment  by  a  landlord  against  a  tenant  for  breach  of  covenant, 
particulars  of  the  breaches  being  given  in  selling  hay  and  straw  off  the  premises, 
removing  manure  and  non-cultivation,  the  plaintiff  cannot  show  a  breach  of  cove- 
nant by  mismanagement  in  overcropping,  or  deviating  from  the  usual  rotation 
of  crops :  Doe  dem,  Winnall  v.  Broad,  2  M.  &  G.  (40  E.  G.  L.  R.)  523.  Evidence 
cannot  be  received  even  of  admissions  of  a  party,  if  they  are  not  relevant  to  the 
issue  raised  by  the  pleadings,  so  that  he  may  have  an  opportunity  of  contra- 
dicting them :  Austin  v.  Chambers,  6  Gl.  &  F.  4  ;  Copland  v.  Toulmin,  7  Gl.  k 
F.  350  •,  Attwood  v.  Small,  6  Gl.  &  F.  234.  In  an  action  for  a  malicious  prose- 
cution for  perjury,  where  the  indictment  contained  two  assignments  of  peijury, 
if  the  plaintiff  at  the  trial  of  the  action  confine  his  case  to  one  of  them,  the 
defendant  is  not  entitled  to  prove  that  there  was  a  reasonable  and  probable 
cause  for  the  charge  contained  in  the  other  assignment:  Ellis  v.  Abrahams,  8 
Q.  B.  (55  E.  G.  L.  R.)  709.  It  is  no  objection  to  evidence  tending  to  prove  a 
criminal  charge  that  it  also  proves  another  criminal  charge  :  B,  v.  Dosseti,  2  G. 
&  K.  (61  E.  C.  L.  R.)  306 ;  B,  v.  Voke,  R.  &  R.  G.  G.  531  j  B,  y.  Clewes,  4  C. 
&  P.  (19  E.  G.  L.  R.)  221 ;  B.  y.  Dmnall,  2  G.  &  K.  (61  E.  G.  L.  R.)  308 ;  B.  v. 
Tawell,  Ibid.  309. 

^  The  necessity  for  enforcing  the  rule  that  no  evidence  can  be  admissible 
which  does  not  tend  to  prove  or  disprove  the  issue  joined  is  much  stronger  in 
criminal  than  in  civil  cases :  Hudson  y.  State,  3  Gald.  355  ;  Wiley  v.  State,  Ibid. 
362  J  Lightfoot  v.  People,  16  Mich.  507. 
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And  in  an  action  of  trespass  for  assault  and  battery,  under  a  plea 
of  moderate  correction  of  an  apprentice  for  misconduct,  and  a  general 
traverse  of  the  plea  {de  injurid\  it  was  held  that  the  only  question 
was  whether  the  plaintiff  had  misconducted  himself  as  an  apprentice, 
and  that  *evidence  of  excess  in  the  correction  was  not  admis- 
sible,  as  the  excess  was  not  in  issue.'  L         J 

But  although  remote  and  collateral  facts,  from  which  no  fair  and 
reasonable  inference  can  be  drawn,  are  inadmissible,  since  they  are 
at  best  useless,  and  may  be  mischievous,  because  they  tend  to  dis- 
tract the  attention  of  the  jury,  and  frequently  to  prejudice  and  mis- 
lead them '/  yet  on  the  other  hand  all  facts  and  circumstances  are 
admissible  in  evidence  which  are  in  their  nature  capable  of  affording 
a  reasonable  presumption  or  inference  as  to  the  disputed  fact.  It  i3 
the  province  of  the  judge,"  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  to 
discriminate  between  such  facts  as  are  connected  with  the  issue,  and 
such  as  are  merely  collateral. 

Frequently,  however,  it  is  difficult  to  ascertain  d  priori  whether 
proof  of  a  particular  fact  offered  in  evidence  will  or  will  not  become 
material,  and  in  such  cases  it  is  usual  in  practice  for  the  court  to 
give  credit  to  the  assertion  of  the  counsel  who  tenders  such  evidence, 
that  the  fact  will  turn  out  to  be  material.^ 

The  following  are  instances  where  the  question  has  been  discussed 
whether  the  facts  were  sufficient  to  afford  any  inference  as  to  the 
matter  in  dispute,  and  on  that  account  admissible  in  evidence,  and 
they  will  furnish  the  best  illustration  of  the  principle. 

Thus  the  time  at  which  one  tenant  pays  his  rent  is  not  evidence  to 
show  at  what  time  another  tenant  of  the  same  landlord  and  of  the 
same  description  as  the  former  pays  his  rent.^  Nor  is  the  quality  of 
a  commodity  sold  to  one  customer  proved  by  showing  the  quality  of 
that  sold  *to  others.^  Nor  is  the  fact  that  many  tradesmen  ri^a-iori 
have  treated  the  defendant  as  a  fane  sole  evidence  that  she 
represented  herself  to  the  plaintiff  as  such.^     In  trover,  by  assignees, 

*  Perm  v.  Ward^  2  C,  M.  &  R.  338. 

y  Nothing  is  inadmissible  which  is  material  to  the  issue  joined,  to  prove  or 
disprove  it;  per  Blackstone,  J.,  Sayre  v.  Earl  of  Rochford,  Bl.  1169.  No  new 
matter  foreign  to  the  issue  joined  is  admissible  in  evidence:  per  De  Grey,  J., 
Bl.  1165. 

*  Leuns  v.  Marshall^  7  M.  &  G.  (49  E.  C.  L.  R.)  743. 

*  And  see  Haigh  v.  Belcher,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  £.  C.  L.  R.)  389. 

^  Carter  v.  Pryke,  Peake,  G.  95.  ^  Hokombe  v.  Heweon,  2  Gamp.  391. 

*  Barden  v.  De  Keverberg,  2  M.  &  W.  61 ;  Smith  v.  WUkine,  6  G.  &  P.  (25  E. 
G.  L.  R.)  180;  Ddamotte  v.  Lane,  9  G.  &  P.  (38  E.  G.  L.  R.)  261. 
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against  a  creditor  for  goods  alleged  to  have  been  delivered  to  him 
by  the  bankrupt  bj  way  of  fraudulent  preference,  the  fact  that  other 
creditors  had  delivered  up  goods  received  bj  them  from  the  bankrupt 
before  the  fiat,  was  held  not  to  be  evidence  for  the  plaintiffs/ 

A  custom  in  one  parish,  archdeaconry,  or  manor,  is  no  evidence 
of  the  same  custom  in  another/  For  in  these  and  other  such  cases 
there  is  no  such  connection  between  the  fact  and  the  issue  as  to 
afford  a  reasonable  inference  from  the  one  to  the  other.  Where,  on 
the  other  hand,  such  facts  are  by  any  general  link  connected  with 
the  issue,  they  become  evidence.  Thus,  where  all  the  manors 
within  a  particular  district  are  held  under  the  same  tenure,  and 
the  issue  is  upon  some  incident  to  that  tenure,  the  custom  of  one 
manor  is  evidence  to  prove  that  the  same  custom  exists  in  another.' 
And  for  a  similar  reason,  on  a  question  whether  the  Crown  in  right 
of  the  Duchy  of  Lancaster  had  the  right  to  appoint  a  coroner  for  the 
r*6201  ^^^^^  *^^  Pontefract,  part  of  that  Duchy,  evidence  of  the 
Grown  having  appointed  coroners  in  other  parts  of  the 
Duchy,  was  held  admissible.^ 

So,  where  the  issue  is  as  to  a  particular  right  upon  a  common,  evi- 
dence is  inadmissible  of  the  existence  of  such  right  on  an  adjoining 
piece  of  common,  but  if  a  connection  between  them  be  proved,  and 
the  right  be  claimed  on  both,^  it  becomes  relevant  and  admissible. 

Thus,  where  the  question  was,  whether  a  slip  of  waste  land 
between  old  enclosures  and  the  highway  belonged  to  the  lord  of 
the  manor  or  to  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  enclosure,  it   was  held 

•  Blackhotue  v.  Jones,  6  Bing.  N.  C.  (37  E.  C.  L  R.)  65. 

^  FumeanzY.  Iluichins,  Cowp.  807;  Rudhig  v.  NeweUy  Sir.  957,  601,  662; 
Fort.  41  ;  Doe  v.  Sisson^  12  East  62 ;  Marquis  of  AngUsea  v.  Hatherton,  10  M. 
&  W.  218.  And  this  rule  applies,  although  one  manor  be  held  of  another  ;  Ibid. 
But  not  apparently  if  one  be  a  subinfeudation  from  the  other ;  Brisco  v.  Lomax^ 
8  A.  &  E.  (35  E.  C.  L.  R.)  198;  Duke  of  Somerset  v.  France,  infra;  Tyrrwhit 
y.  Wynne,  2  B.  &  Aid.  554.    Unless  the  custom  be  general. 

«  Champion  v.  Atkinson,  3  Keb.  90 ;  Duke  of  Somerset  v.  France,  Str.  652 ; 
Fort.  41,44;  Anglesea  v.  Hatherton,  supra.  The  tenant-right  which  prevails 
through  the  manors  upon  the  border  between  England  and  Scotland,  and  the 
particular  custjoms  which  prevail  in  the  mining  districts  of  Derbyshire  and 
Cornwall  are  of  this  kind :  Ibid.  So,  the  same  rule  applies  to  the  free  con- 
ventionary  tenants  in  the  assessional  manors  in  the  Duchy  of  Cornwall :  Rows 
V.  Brenion,  8  B.  &  C.  (15  E.  C.  L.  R.)  758.  Although  these  are  not  manorial 
customs. 

^  Jewison  v.  Dyson,  9  M.  &  W.  540. 

«  MoreiBood  v.  Wood,  4  T.  R.  157 ;  Peardon  v.  Underhill,  20  L.  J..  Q.  B. 
133. 
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that  the  lord  might  give  evidence  of  grants  by  him  of  parts  of  the 
"waste  between  the  same  highway  and  the  enclosures  of  other  per- 
sons at  a  considerable  distance,  the  continuity  of  the  waste  between 
these  spots  and  the  one  in  question  being  broken  for  the  space  of 
sixty  or  seventy  yards  only  by  some  old  houses  and  a  bridge.^  For 
a  similar  reason,  where  a  belt  of  wood  surrounded  the  plaintitF's 
land,  but  was  undivided  from  the  closes  adjoining,  evidence  that  the 
plaintiff  had  cut  down  the  timber  therein,  but  the  owners  of  the  ad- 
joining closes  had  not,  was  held  admissible  to  prove  that  the  belt 
belonged  to  the  plaintiff.^  Where  the  dispute  was  as  to  the  owner- 
ship of  part  of  the  bed  of  a  stream  flowing  between  the  plaintiff's 
farm  and  the  defendant's,  and  the  plaintiff  claimed  the  whole  bed  of 
the  stream  adjacent  to  his  land,  evidence  of  acts  of  ownership  ex- 
ercised by  the  plaintiff  over  the  bed  of  the  river  lower  down  the 
stream  than  the  defendant's  land  and  opposite  another  farm  belong- 
ing to  a  third  person  was  admitted.*"  And  the  rule  is  the  same  as  to 
evidence  of  acts  of  ownership,  whether  they  are  in  parts  of  a  con- 
tinuous waste  or  common  and  exercised  upon  *the  surface  or  r*ao^i 
in  a  mine  under  ground.''  On  a  question  as  to  the  boundary 
between  the  Rochdale  and  Wakefield  manors,  it  was  admitted  that  it 
was  identical  with  that  between  Lancashire  and  Yorkshire,  and  that 
it  had  always  been  understood  to  run  over  a  mountain  district,  nearly 
north  and  south.  The  plaintiff  proved  that  Rishworth  manor  had 
anciently  been  part  of  Wakefield,  and  that  the  boundary  between  * 
Rishworth  and  Rochdale  was  identical  with  the  boundary  between 
Yorkshire  and  Lancashire.  He  was  admitted  to  prove  that  the 
boundary  between  Rishworth  and  Rochdale  had  always  been  under- 
stood to  be  the  highest  part  of  a  ridge  of  hills  parting  the  waters 
which  descended  to  the  east  and  west.^  So,  where  a  parish  consists 
of  several  townships,  evidence  that  all  the  townships  but  one  had 
been  accustomed  to  repair  their  highways  (no  parish  surveyor  being 
appointed),  is  evidence  that  that  one  is  bound  to  repair  its  own  high- 
ways.'' 

To  prove  the  manner  of  carrying  on  trade  at  one  place,  evidence 

*  Doe  dem.  Barrett  v.  Kemp,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  (29  E.  C.  L.  R.)  102;  in  Cam. 
Scacc. 

*  Stanly  V.  White,  14  East  331. 

"  Jones  V.  Williams,  2  M  &  W.  326. 

■  Taylor  v.  Parry,  1  M.  &  G.  (39  E.  C.  L.  R.)  604. 

*  Briscoe  v.  Lomax,  8  A.  &  E.  (35  E.  C.  L.  R.)  198. 
»  R,  v.  Bamoldsmck,  4  Q.  B.  (45  E.  C.  L  R.)  499. 
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may  be  given  of  the  manner  in  which  the  same  branch  of  trade  is 
carried  on  at  another  place.^ 

Where  the  question  is  one  of  skill  and  judgment,  evidence  may  be 
given  of  other  facts,  which,  although  in  other  respects  collateral,  are, 
by  means  of  the  skill  and  judgment  of  the  witness,  connected  with, 
and  tend  to  elucidate  the  issue.' 

So,  evidence  of  character  is  in  many  instances  admissible.'  So, 
collateral  facts  are  admissible  to  prove  malice,  intention,  or  guilty 
knowledge.* 

In  an  action  for  a  malicious  prosecution,  a  publication 
L  J  *by  the  defendant  of  an  advertisement  of  the  finding  of  the 
indictment  and  other  idatter  on  the  subject  of  the  prosecution,  is 
evidence  to  prove  the  malice."  So,  although  acts  done  subsequent 
to  a  contract  cannot  alter  the  nature  of  the  contract,  they  may  be 
adduced  to  show  what  the  contract  was,  if  it  be  doubtful ;'  therefore, 

<i  Noble  V.  Kennaway,  Doug.  510;  see  Milward  v.  Hibbard,  3  Q.  B.  (43  £.  C. 
L.  R.)  120. 

'  The  Wells  Harbor  case,  M.  23  Geo.  III. 

■  See  tit.  Charactbb. 

^  Thus,  on  a  charge  of  knowingly  uttering  a  forged  note  or  counterfeit  coin,  the 
possession  or  ottering  of  other  forged  notes,  though  of  a  different  description, 
and  other  counterfeit  coin  (BalVs  ccue,  1  Camp.  324 ;  Wylie's  ccue,  1  N.  R.  92 ; 
Millard's  case,  R.  &  R.  243) ;  R.  v.  Balls,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  £.  C.  L.  R.)  426 ;  is  ad- 
missible to  prove  the  guilty  knowledge.  So,  on  a  charge  of  receiving  stolen 
goods,  the  receipt  by  the  prisoner  at  different  times  of  several  articles  stolen 
from  the  prosecutor,  was  admitted  to  prove  guilty  knowledge :  Dunn's  ease,  1 
Mood.  C.  C.  150.  But  the  possession  of  other  goods  of  the  same  sort  as  those 
stolen,  belonging  to  a  third  person  from  whom  they  had  been  stolen,  cannot  be 
given  in  evidence  on  an  indictment  for  receiving  the  prosecutor^s  goods  knowing 
them  to  have  been  stolen :  The  Queen  v.  Oddi/j  20  L.  J.,  M.  C.  198.  See  tit. 
Forgery,  Coin. 

°  Chambers  v.  Robinson,  Str.  691.  So,  his  misconduct  towards  a  person  prose- 
cuted jointly  with  the  plaintiff:  Caddy  v.  Barlow,  1  M.  &  R.  (17  £.  C.  L.  R.)  275. 
So,  endeavoring  to  stop  a  witness  by  indicting  him  for  perjury,  may  be  such  evi- 
dence :  Haddrick  v.  Heslop,  12  Q.  B.  (64  £.  0.  L.  R.)  267 ;  Rowlands  v.  Samuel, 
11  Q.  B.  (63  E.  G.  L.  R.)  40,  n.  A  witness  who  preferred  the  indictment  may 
be  asked  whether  the  defendant  desired  him  not  to  prosecute,  although  he  can- 
not be  asked  generally  what  the  defendant  said  to  him :  Osterman  v.  Bateman, 
2  C.  &  K.  (61  E.  C.  L.  R.)  728. 

'  Saville  v.  Robertson,  4  T.  R.  720.  In  an  action  for  making  and  fixing  iron 
railing  to  houses  belonging  to  the  defendant,  the  defence  was,  that  the  credit  was 
given  to  one  Amos,  who  built  the  houses  under  a  contract  with  the  defendant 
Amos  having  stated  that  the  order  was  given  by  him,  it  was  held  that  he  might 
be  asked  how  the  balance  of  the  account  was  between  him  and  the  defendant, 
including  the  charge  he  had  against  him  for  the  iron  railings  and  other  parts  of 
the  building:  Oerish  v.  Chartier,  1  C.  B.  (50  £.  C.  L.  R.)  13. 
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an  admission  of  debt  bj  the  acceptance  of  bills  of  exchange  bj 
partners,  in  payment  of  goods  sold,  is  evidence  to  show  the  facts  of 
a  sale  to  the  partners.^  In  trover  by  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  where 
the  defendant  claimed  the  goods  under  a  bill  of  sale  from  (7.,  who 
claimed  by  assignment  from  £.,  and  B»  by  assignment  from  the 
bankrupt,  and  the  plaintiffs  asserted  that  all  these  transactions  were 
fictitious,  the  fact  of  (7.  having  made  a  claim  to  the  goods  after  the 
♦bankruptcy,  was  held  admissible  in  proof  of  that  assertion.' 
So,  where  the  meaning  of  the  terms  of  an  agreement  is  t  623] 
doubtful,  and  depends  on  custom  or  usage,  collateral  evidence  is  ad- 
missible to  explain  them.* 

In  order  to  prove  that  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange  knew 
the  payee  to  be  a  fictitious  person,  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that 
the  acceptor  had  accepted  similar  bills  before  they  could,  according  to 
their  date,  have  arrived  from  the  place  of  date.^  And  similar  evi- 
dence is  admissible  to  prove  that  the  endorsee  had  a  general  authority 
from  the  acceptor  to  fill  up  bills  with  the  name  of  a  fictitious  payee.^ 

But  where  the  defence  of  the  acceptor  to  an  action  by  the  endorsee 
was  that  the  acceptance  was  a  forgery,  evidence  that  a  collection  of 
bills  in  which  the  defendant's  acceptance  was  forged  had  been  in  the 
plaintiff's  possession  and  some  of  them  circulated  by  him,  but  there 
was  no  proof  that  the  bill  in  question  was  part  of  that  collection, 
the  evidence  was  rejected,  as  it  clearly  would  have  been  on  an  indict- 
ment for  forgery.* 

A  collateral  fact  is  not,  in  general,  evidence  to  discredit  a  witness.* 
But  where  a  witness  swore  that  a  party  had  acknowledged  two  instru- 
ments to  have  been  made  by  him,  evidence  was  admitted  that  one  of 
them  was  forged.' 

So,  collateral  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  the  probability  of  a 

y  4  T.  R.  720,  supra.  ■  Fcyrd  v.  EUioU^  4  Ex.  78. 

*  See  tit.  Parol  Evidince. 

^  Gibson  V.  Hunter^  2  H.  B.  288.  So,  one  felony  may  be  evidence  on  an  indict- 
ment for  another,  as  uttering  other  forged  notes,  administering  poison  on  another 
occasion,  having  previously  fired  another  rick,  &c. :  R,  v.  Dossett,  2  C.  K.  (61 
E.  G.  L.  R.)  308.  So,  if  several  distinct  felonies  be  so  connected  together  as  to 
form  part  of  one  transaction,  they  may  all  be  evidence  on  a  charge  of  commit- 
ting one  of  them :  R,  v.  EUU,  6  B.  &  C.  (13  £.  G.  L.  R.)  145 ;  R,  v.  L(mg,  6  C. 
&  P.  (25  E.  0.  L.  R.)  179  j  R.  v.  Wylie,  1  N.  R.  94. 

*  Oihson  V.  Hunter^  supra. 

*  QHffiths  V.  Payne^  11  A.  &  E.  (39  E.  C.  L.  R.)  131. 

*  See  anU,  pp.  237,  240;  and  R.  v.  WaUon,  2  Starkie,  G.  (3  E.  G.  L.  R.)  149. 
'  Ann.  311. 
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surrender  bj  a  tenant  for  life,  where  the  possession  has  long  accom- 
panied the  recovery.* 

r*aodi  ^^^  ^^^  ™*'^  object  of  pleadings  between  the  parties  is  to 
*-*'-'  define  and  ascertain  the  questions  in  controversy,  and  to  ap- 
prise the  adversary  of  the  nature  of  the  evidence  to  be  adduced 
against  him,  and  which  he  will  have  to  meet,  it  is  essential  to  the 
purposes  of  substantial  justice  that  these  allegations  should  be  estab- 
lished by  corresponding  proof.  In  general,  therefore,  every  material 
and  essential  allegation  in  the  charge  or  the  defence^  and  every  cir- 
cumstance descriptive  of  anything  so  alleged,  must,  if  disputed,  be 
proved  in  substance  as  averred. 

The  same  reasons  which  require  the  cause  of  action,  or  of  criminal 
charge,  to  be  stated  upon  the  record,  require  also  that  the  allegations 
shall  be  proved:  mere  assertion  without  corresponding  proof  would 
be  nugatory.  And  as  such  allegations  and  proofs  are  to  answer  cer- 
tain legal  purposes,  it  necessarily  follows  that  it  is  always  for  the 
court  to  probounco  whether  the  facts  proved  satisfy  the  allegations  ou 
the  record. 

As  questions  of  variance  are  of  daily  occurrence,  it  may  not  be 
improper  here,  before  the  decisions  on  the  subject  are  noticed,  to 
enter  into  a  brief  consideration  of  the  principles  upon  which  the 
doctrine  is  founded.  With  respect  to  the  proof  of  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances alleged,  three  predicaments  may  occur :  they  are  either 
all  proved  as  alleged ;  or  none  of  them  are  proved ;  or  part  are 
proved  wholly  or  partially,  and  the  rest  are  either  not  proved,  or  ab- 
solutely disproved  or  negatived.  The  last  of  these  predicaments  is 
of  course  the  only  one  which  can  afford  ground  for  discussion. 

Now,  considering  that  all  human  affairs  and  dealings  are  connected 
together  by  innumerable  links  and  circumstances,  forming  one  vast 
context,  without  any  chasm  or  interruption,  and  undistinguished  by 
the  artificial  boundaries  and  definitions  of  right  and  wrong  prescribed 
by  the  law,  it  is  in  the  nature  of  things  impossible,  that  a  transaction 
detailed  upon  the  record  can  be  identical  with  the  one  proved,  if  the 
proof  vary  in  the  slightest  particular,  be  it  in  its  own  nature  ever  so 
insignificant. 

*An  act  done  at  one  day  or  place  cannot  be  the  same  with 
^  -J  an  act  done  on  another  day,  or  at  a  different  place ;  a  rob- 
bery, where  ten  sovereigns  were  stolen,  cannot  be  the  same  with  a 
robbery  where  nine  only  were  taken.  It  is  easy,  therefore,  to  see 
that  to  require  this,  as  it  were,  natural  and  ahioluU  identity  of  the 

'  See  2  Saund.  175  d,  d.  (a). 
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allegations  and  proofs  would  be,  at  the  Jeast,  highly  inconvenient,  if 
not  wholly  impracticable.  Hence  it  is,  that  an  artificial  and  legal 
identity^  as  contradistinguished  from«  a  nahiral  identity^  must  be  re- 
sorted to  as  the  proper  test  of  variance;  that  is,  it  is  sufficient  if  the 
proofs  correspond  with  the  allegations,  in  respect  of  those^  facts  and 
circumstances  which  are,  in  point  of  laWy  essential  to  the  charge  or 
claim.  The  rules  which  govern  the  connection  between  the  allega- 
tions and  evidence  must  obviously  result  immediately  from  the  prin- 
ciples which  regulate  the  allegations  themselves. 

By  the  rules  of  law,  specific  remedies  or  punishments  are  annexed 
as  incidents  to  certain  defined  combinations  of  circamstances.  And, 
in  order  to  the  practicable  application  of  such  remedial  and  prohibi- 
tory definitions,  it  is  necessary  that  the  facts  and  circumstances  of 
each*  individual  case,  corresponding  with  the  legal  definition,  but 
amplified  and  particularized  according  to  certain  technical  legal 
rules,  should  be  detailed  upon  the  record.*  And  this  principally  with 
a  view  to  the  following  objects  :  firsts  to  apprise  the  defendant  of  the 
specific  nature  of  the  claim  or  charge  which  is  made  against  him ; 
secondly^  to  enable  the  court  to  adjudge  whether  the  circumstances 
stated  fall  within  any  remedial  or  prohibitory  law,  and  to  pronounce 
the  proper  judgment  if  the  facts  alleged  be  established  ;  and  thirdly^ 
to  enable  the  parties  to  avail  themselves  of  the  verdict  and  judgment 
should  the  same  rights  or  liabilities  be  again  discussed.  When,  there- 
fore, in  addition  to  the  facts  which  are  essential  to  the  claim  or  charge, 
others  are  alleged  which  are  wholly  redundant  and  useless,  the  legal 
maxim  applies,  ^^  Utile  per  inutile  non  vitiatur  ;**  and  as  the  law  did 
not  require  the  superfluous  '^'circumstances  to  be  alleged,  so,  r«^n/;-| 
although  they  have  been  improvidently  stated,  the  law  in 
furtherance  of  its  object  rejects  them  as  mere  surplusage,  and  no  more 
regards  them  for  the  purpose  of  proof  than  if  they  had  not  been 
alleged  at  all. 

It  would  be  nugatory  to  require  proof  of  allegations  which  are 
wholly  impertinent;    the  identity  of   those   allegations    which    are 
essential  to  the  claim  or  charge,  with  the  proofs,  is  all  that  is  mate- 
k  rial.     Therefore,  it  is  a  general  rule  that  whenever  an  averment  may 

be  wholly  rejected^  without  prejudice  to  the  charge  or  claim,  proof  is 
unnecessary.*^ 

^  See  the  observations  of  Lawrence,  J.,  in  WiUiamson  v.  Allison,  2  East  452, 
and  of  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  3  B.  A^  C.  (10  £.  C.  L.  R.)  122.  And  see  instances 
of  this  rule,  Vowles  v.  Miller ,  3  Taunt.  137 ;  Bromfidd  v.  Jones,  4  B.  &  C.  (10 
£.  G.  L.  R.)  380;  Tanner  v.  Bean,  4  B.  &  C.  (10  E.  G.  L.  R.)  312;  Draper  v. 
Oarratt,  2  B.  &  G.  (9  £.  G.  L.  R.)  2 ;  Lord  ChurchiU  v.  Hunt,  2  B.  &  Aid.  685. 
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Thus,  if  it  were  alleged  that  A.y  being  armed  with  a  bludgeon  and 
disguised  with  a  visor,  feloniously  stole,  took,  and  carried  away  the 
watch  of  £.,  that  A,  was  armed  and  disguised,  being  altogether 
foreign  to  a  charge  of  larceny,  Wuld  be  rejected,  and  would  require 
no  proof  on  the  trial.* 

The  same  principle  extends  much  further ;  it  frequently  happens 
that  the  evidence  fails  to  prove  circumstances  not  altogether  imperti- 
nent, but  which  are  either  merely  cumulative  or  only  affect  the  mag- 
nitude or  extent^  of  the  claim  or  charge ;  and  here,  although  circum- 
r*6271  ^^^'^^^^  ^^^  *alleged,  which,  if  proved,  would  have  been  of 
legal  importance,  yet,  although  the  evidence  fail  to  establish 
the  whole  of  what  is  alleged,  the  principle  adverted  to  still  operates  to 
give  effect  to  what  is  proved  to  the  extent  to  which  it  is  proved. 
The  principles  which  require  the  cause  of  action  or  ground  of  offence 
to  be  stated,  are  satisfied ;  the  adversary  is  not  taken  by  surprise, 
for  no  fact  is  admitted  in  evidence  which  is  not  alleged  against  him ; 
and  the  court  is  enabled  to  pronounce  on  the  legal  effect  of  the  part 
which  is  established  as  true  by  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  and  the 
record  shows  the  real  nature  and  extent  of  the  right  or  liability 
established. 

Thus,  if  an  indictment  or  declaration  charge  a  defendant  with  hav- 
ing composed,  printed  and  published  a  libel,  he  may  be  found  guilty 
of  the  printing  and  publishing  only.^  So,  if  A.  be  charged  with 
feloniously  killing  B,  of  malice  prepense,  and  all  but  the  fact  of 
malice  prepense  be  proved,  A.  may  clearly  be  convicted  of  man- 

*  /.  e.  on  an  indictment  for  larceny.  So  where  an  indictment  for  robbery 
alleged  it  to  have  been  committed  in  the  dwelling-house  of  A.  B.,  a  variance  in 
the  name  of  the  owner  was  held  wholly  immaterial,  for  it  was  not  essential  to 
the  crime  of  robbery  that  it  should  be  committed  in  a  dwelling-house :  i^eV 
caae,  East  P.  C.  785  -,  Johnsoti's  case,  Ibid.  786.  So,  if  arson  be  alleged  to  have 
been  committed  in  the  night:  MustorCs  case.  East  P.  0.  1021. 

^  Thus,  averments,  which  are  only  material  by  way  of  aggravation,  either  of 
damages  or  the  charge,  if  not  proved,  may  be  rejected :  PaUant  v.  RoU,  Bl. 
900;  Mackally's  case,  9  Co.  61 ;  Combe  v.  Pitt,  3  Burr.  1586. 

*  R,  V.  Williams,  2  Gamp.  507  ;  R,  v.  Hunt,  Ibid.  583.  So,  in  an  action  for 
words,  it  suffices  to  prove  so  much  of  the  words  in  any  one  count  as  are  action- 
able :  Compagnon  v.  Martin,  W.  Bl.  790.  So,  it  is  sufficient  to  prove  part  of  the 
false  pretences  alleged  in  an  indictment  for  obtaining  money  by  those  means : 
Rex  V.  Hill,  Russ.  &  R.  0.  C.  190.  So  if  a  plaintiff  prove  part  of  his  breach  of 
covenant:  Barnard  Y,Duthy,  5  Taunt.  (1  E.G.  L.  R.)  27;  or  promise:  Gardiner 
V.  Crosedale,  W.  Bl.  198.  And  see  further  instances,  R.  v.  Sutton,  4  M.  &  S. 
532;  Combe  v.  Pitt,  3  Burr.  1686;  Smith  v.  Hizon,  Str.  977;  Roberts  et  ux.  v. 
Herbert,  1  Sid.  5 ;  Spilsbury  v.  Micklethwaite,  1  Taunt.  146. 
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-slaughter,  for  the  indictment  contains  all  the  allegations  essential  to 
that  charge;  A.  is  fully  apprised  of  the  nature  of  it,  the  verdict 
enables  the  court  to  pronounce  the  proper  judgment,  and  A.  may 
plead  his  acquittal  or  conviction  in  bar  of  any  subsequent  indictment 
founded  on  the  same  facts. 

The  same  principle  applies  to  allegations  of  number,  quantity 
and  magnitude,"  where  the  proof,  pro  tanto  *supports  the  r^cgog-i 
claim  or  charge.  If  a  man  be  charged  with  stealing  ten 
sovereigns,  he  may  be  convicted  of  stealing  five;  for  when  it  is 
proved  that  he  stole  five,  and  the  precise  sum,  quantity  or  magnitude 
alleged  is  not  put  in  issue  by  the  nature  of  the  claim  or  charge,*"  evi* 
dence  is  not  admitted  of  a  different  offence  from  that  charged,  but 
of  the  same  in  legal  essence,  differing  only  in  quantity,  and  consti- 
tuting, therefore,  a  natural^  but  no  legal  variance;  no  evidence  is 
received  which  is  not  warranted  by  the  allegation,  and  the  party  may 
afterwards  plead  his  conviction  or  acquittal,  notwithstanding  the  vari- 
ance as  to  number. 

But  the  doctrine  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  partial  proof  assumes  that 
the  evidence,  so  far  as  it  extends,  agrees  with  the  allegations  legally 
essential  to  the  charge  or  claim  ;  that  is,  that  what  is  proved  is  part 
of  what  is  alleged,  and  differs  only  in  quantity  or  extent.  Where 
an  allegation  is  rejected  in  toto^  it  is  assumed  that  the  allegations  are 
divisible,  and  that  the  averment  in  question  may  be  so  rejected  with- 
out destroying  the  legal  identity  of  the  charge  or  claim. 

It  is  a  most  general  rule  that  no  allegation  which  is  descriptive  of 
the  identity  of  that  which  is  legally  essential  to  the  claim  or  charge 
can  ever  be  rejected.  Were  it  otherwise,  and  if  proof  could  be  ad- 
mitted which  varied  from  the  record,  in  consequence  of  the  omission 
to  prove  any  allegation  descriptive  of  an  essential  particular,  it  is 
plain  that  the  proof  would  no  longer  agree  with  the  cause  of  action, 
or  charge  alleged,  to  any  extent;  they  would  differ  throughout  in, re- 
spect of  that  descriptive  allegation ;  *and  as  the  proof  would  p^/,oQi 
be  more  general  than  the  allegations,  it  would  no  longer  he   *-        ^ 

'^  Thus,  in  an  action  for  waste,  or  cutting  down  trees,  it  is  sufficient  to  prove 
that  the  defendant  cut  down  part  of  the  number  alleged :  2  Roll.  Abr.  706  *, 
Hob.  53.  So,  in  ^'ectione  firmcB  for  a  fourth  part  of  an  estate,  the  plaintiff 
may  recover  a  third  of  a  fourth :  1  Sid.  239 ;  Denn  v.  Purvis,  1  Burr.  327 ; 
Owinnett  v.  Phillips,  3  T.  R.  643 ;  Harrison  v.  Bamby,  5  T.  R.  248 ;  Forty  y. 
Imber,  6  East  434 ;  R,  v.  Gilham,  6  T.  R.  265 ;  Powell  v.  Farmer ,  Peake,  C.  57 ; 
Doe  V.  Jackson,  Dougl.  175. 

^  Grant  v.  Astle,  Dougl.  722,  note ;  Gilbert  v.  StanislatiSj  3  Price  54 ;  Hare  v. 
Caior^  Cowp.  766. 
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partial  proof  of  the  same  charge  or  claim,  but  of  a  different  and 
more  general  one.  Ar  an  abgolute  and  natural  identity  of  the  claim 
or  charge  alleged  with  that  proved,  consists  in  the  agreement  between 
them  in  all  particulars,  so  their  legal  identity  consists  in  their  agree- 
ment in  all  the  particulars  legally  essential  to  support  the  charge  or 
claim ;  and  the  identity  of  those  particulars  depends  wholly  on  the 
proof  of  the  allegations  and  circumstances  by  which  they  are  ascer- 
tained, limited  and  described.  Tq  reject  any  allegation  descriptive 
of  that  which  is  essential  to  the  charge  or  claim  would  obviously  tend 
to  mislead  the  adversary.  The  court,  in  giving  judgment  on  a  general 
verdict,  could  never  be  sure  that  those  facts  had  been  proved  which 
yrere  essential  to  support  their  judgment ;  and  the  record  would  afford 
but  very  uncertain  evidence  as  to  identity,  should  the  same  matter  be 
again  litigated.  It  is  otherwise  where  the  subject-matter  is  identified 
and  ascertained  independently  of  the  additional  description,  or  where 
the  additional  description  is  not  essential  to  the  identity  of  the  subject- 
matter  described ;  as  if  it  were  alleged  that  C.  D.  robbed  or  assaulted 

A.  J9.,  wearing  a  black  coat.** 

It  seems,  indeed,  to  be  an  universal  rule,  that  a  plaintiff  or  prose- 
cutor shall  in  no  case  be  allowed  to  transgress  those  limits  which,  in 
point  of  description,  limitation  and  extent,  he  has  prescribed  for 
himself;  he  selects  his  own  terms,  in  order  to  express  the  nature  and 
extent  of  his  charge  or  claim ;  he  cannot,  therefore,  justly  com- 
plain that  he  is  limited  by  them ;  to  allow  him  to  exceed  them 
*would,  for  the  reasons  adverted  to,  be  productive  of  the 
"■         J   greatest  inconvenience. 

As  no  allegation,  therefore,  which  is  descriptive  of  any  fact  or 
matter  which  is  legally  essential  to  the  claim  or  charge,  can  be  re- 
jected altogether,  inasmuch  as  the  variance  destroys  the  legal  identity 
of  the  claim  or  charge  alleged  with  that  which  is  proved ;  upon  the 
same  principle,  no  allegation  can  be  proved  partially  in  respect  of 
extent  or  magnitude,  where  the  precise  extent  or  magnitude  is  in  its 
nature  descriptive  of  the  charge  or  claim. 

If,  in  an  action  or  indictment  for  a  nuisance,  the  wrong  be  alleged 
to  have  been  continued  for  twelve  months,  and  proof  be  given  that  it 

•  See  Draper  v.  Oarratt,  2  B.  &  G.  (9  E.  C.  L.  R.)  2;  Stoddart  v.  PalTner^  3 

B.  &  0.  (10  £.  C.  L.  R.)  2.  Thus,  where  a  justification  in  trespass  alleged  that 
the  plaintiff  was  fighting  with  another  person,  being  a  passenger  with  the  plain- 
tiff on  board  a  vessel  of  which  the  defendant  was  captain  ;  and  that  the  trespass 
was  committed  by  the  defendant  as  captain  in  preserving  the  peace,  it  was  held 
unnecessary  to  prove  such  other  person  to  have  been  a  passenger :  Nbden  v. 
Johnson,  20  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  95. 
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has  been  continued  for  one  month  only,  the  variance  would  be  imma- 
terial, except  so  far  as  regarded  the  damages  or  punishment ;  for  the 
injury  or  offence  would  in  point  of  law  be  the  same,  whether  continued 
for  one  month  or  for  twelve;  the  only  difference  would  be  in  point  of 
duration. 

But  if  a  contract  were  to  be  alleged  to  serve  for  twelve  months  for 
the  sum  of  ^12,  and  piroof  were  to  be  given  of  a  contract  to  serve 
for  one  month  for  the  sum  of  <£1,  the  variance  would  be  material; 
the  precise  time,  as  well  as  the  precise  sum,  being  essential  to  the 
contract,  and  descriptive  of  the  ground  of  claim.  For  although  a 
nuisance  continued  for  twelve  months  be  an  offence  made  up  of  the 
continuance  for  each  of  the  several  months  which  make  up  the 
twelve ;  a  contract  to  serve  for  twelve  months  for  <£12  is  not  made  up 
of  twelve  contracts  to  serve  for  a  month  for  £1  each  month,  but  each 
is  separate  and  distinct  in  point  of  law. 

The  same  observations  apply  to  prescriptions,  and  all  other  cases 
where  precise  quantities,  sums,  duration  or  extent,  are  in  point  of 
law  essential  to  the  identity  of  an  entire  subject-matter,  and  descrip- 
tive of  it.P 

*Again,  as  the  description  of  facts  upon  the  record  must 
necessarily  be  finite  and  limited,  whilst  the  detail  of  those  ^  ^ 
facts  in  evidence  must  usually  be  attended  with  a  multitnde  of  par- 
ticular circumstances  connected  with  them,  it  is  perfectly  clear  that 
whatever  minuteness  of  description  may  be  requisite  in  stating  the 
claim  or  charge  upon  the  record,  the  evidence  to  prove  those  allega- 
tions must  usually  be  still  more  particular  and  circumstantial,  and 
consequently  that  the  proof  of  more  particulars  than  are  alleged 
can  never  be  material,  provided  such  additional  particulars  consist 
with  those  which  are  alleged.  The  generality  of  the  allegations  may 
indeed  constitute  a  vice  in  the  record  itself;  but  it  never  gives  rise 
to  the  objection  of  variance  from  the  evidence,  unless  the  subject  be 
of  so  entire  a  nature  that  the  matter  proved,  but  not  alleged,  is  in- 
consistent with  that  which  is  alleged,  and  disproves  it  altogether. 

'  The  question  whether  an  averment  is  to  be  considered  as  descriptive,  and 
therefore  material,  depends  principally  upon  the  nature  of  the  averment  itself^ 
and  the  subject  matter  to  which  it  is  applied.  But,  2dly,  in  many  instances 
the  law  pronounces  averments  to  be  merely  formal,  which  would  otherwise, 
according  to  the  ordinary  rule,  be  deemed  descriptive.  3dly,  in  other  instances 
again,  the  question  depends  upon  the  particular  and  technical  mode  in  which 
the  averment  is  framed.  As  these  three  classes  obviously  depend  upon  the 
form  of  the  averment,  for  the  reason  presently  mentioned,  instances  of  them 
will  be  reserved  for  Vol.  III.,  tit  Yasianci. 
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If  a  man  were  charged  with  stealing  a  horse,  the  property  of  John 
Doe^  generally,  it  would  be  no  objection  that  on  the  evidence  it  ap- 
peared that  there  were  two  persons  of  that  name,  the  elder  and  the 
younger ;  for  if  he  stole  the  horse  of  either,  the  allegation  would  be 
true.  But  if  he  were  to  be  charged  with  stealing  the  horse  of  John 
Doe,  and  it  turned  out  that  the  horse  was  the  property  of  John  Doe^ 
and  James  Doe^  the  variance  might  be  material ;  for  the  interest  of 
Jame%  Doe,  thus  proved  but  not  alleged,  would  show  that  the  owner- 
ship was  misdescribed  altogether. 

The  general  result  of  these  principles  and  inferences  seems  to  be, 
that  in  the  case  of  redundant  allegations,  it  is  sufficient  to  prove  part 
of  what  is  alleged  according  to  its  *legal  effect,  provided  that 
*-  ^  that  which  is  alleged,  but  not  proved,  be  neither  essential  to 
the  charge  or  claim,^  nor  describe  or  limit  that  which  is  essential ;' 
and  provided  also,  that  the  facts  proved  be  alone  sufficient  in  law  to 
support  the  charge  or  claim.  And  that  redundancy  of  proof  will 
not  be  material,  unless  that  which  is  proved,  but  not  alleged,  contra- 
dict or  disprove  that  which  is  alleged. 

Numerous  instances  of  the  practical  results  of  the  rules  which 
have  been  thus  briefly  stated  are  to  be  found  in  the  books.  These, 
of  course,  have  been  decided  upon  the  application  of  them  to  the 
precise  forms  of  the  allegations  contained  in  the  pleadings.  As 
these  forms  will,  within  a  very  short  period,  in  all  probability,  undergo 
a  most  extensive  change,  it  will  be  expedient  to  defer  any  detail  of 
the  cases  to  a  future  volume.  Under  the  heads  too  of  the  various 
actions  illustrations  of  these  rules  will  be  found,  and  were  the  cases 
to  be  detailed  here,  very  great  inconsistency  might  occur  between 
the  different  portions  of  the  work.  Those  cases,  therefore,  which 
may  continue  to  serve  any  useful  purpose  will  be  collected  and  set 
forth  hereafter.* 

It  is  almost  unnecessary  to  remark,  that  the  consequence  of  any 
variance  which  according  to  these  rules  was  regarded  as  material, 
however  slight  it  might  be,  was  fatal ;  and  hence  arose  a  practice  of 
setting  forth  any  claim  or  defence  in  every  possible  form  in  different 
counts  or  pleas.  The  greatest  injustice  also  constantly  occurred, 
from  mere  literal  variances  in  setting  forth  written  documents  upon 

•»  Per  Abbott,  C.  J.,  3  B.  &  C.  (10  E.  C.  L.  R.)  122 :  "It  is  a  general  rule  that 
a  variance  between  the  allegation  and  proof  will  not  defeat  a  party,  unless  it  be 
in  respect  of  matter  which  if  pleaded  would  be  material.^' 

'  See  the  observations  of  Abbott,  G.  J.,  2  B.  &  Aid.  363. 

'  See  Vol.  III.,  tit.  Variance. 
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the  record.  These  too  were  fatal,  for  the  court  had  no  power  of  re- 
conciling the  record  with  the  evidence.  This  *was  the  worst 
and  most  palpable  class.  But  there  were  also  cases  in  which  ^  ^ 
it  became  evident  upon  the  trial,  that  a  real  dispute  existed  between 
the  parties  requiring  the  decision  of  a  court  of  law ;  but  the  question 
evolved  upon  the  pleadings  differing  in  some  particulars  from  that 
upon  which  the  real  dispute  between  the  parties  turned,  the  evidence, 
although  perhaps  decisive  upon  the  latter  question,  would  in  all 
probability  lead  to  a  verdict  upon  the  former,  which  would  leave  the 
real  question  untouched,  while  the  parties  were  excluded  from  all 
further  remedy.  In  this  state  of  the  facts  and  of  the  pleadings  the 
parties  might  have  been  misled,  or  they  might  not.  In  the  latter 
case,  the  simple  and  most  obvious  mode  of  correcting  the  evil,  was 
to  mould  the  question  evolved  upon  the  pleadings  into  that  which 
expressed  the  dispute  between  the  parties.  With  this  view,  and  at 
the  same  time  to  preserve  the  identity  of  the  proposition  asserted  on 
the  pleadings  with  that  proved  by  the  evidence,  the  legislature  has 
introduced  a  power  of  amending  the  record,  so  as  to  make  it  corre- 
spond with  the  proof  at  the  trial. 

The  object  was  first  attempted  by  Lord  Tenterden,  in  the  stat.  9 
Geo.  IV.  c.  15,  in  cases  of  variance  between  writings  offered  in  evi- 
dence and  the  record  which  they  were  offered  to  prove.  That  stat- 
ute, after  reciting  the  great  expense,  delay  and  failure  of  justice, 
by  reason  of  variances  between  writings  produced  in  evidence  and 
the  recital  thereof  upon  the  record,  in  matters  not  material  to  the 
merits  of  the  case,  and  that  such  record  could  not  in  any  case  be 
amended  at  the  trial,  and  in  some  cases  could  not  be  amended  at  any 
time,  enacted,  ^'  That  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  every  court  of 
record  holding  plea  in  civil  actions,  any  judge  sitting  at  Nisi  Prius, 
and  any  Court  of  Oyer  and  Terminer  and  general  gaol  delivery  in 
England,  Wales,  the  town  of  Berwick-upon-Tweed  and  Ireland,  if 
such  court  or  judge  shall  see  fit  so  to  do,  to  cause  the  record  on  which 
any  trial  may  be  pending  before  such  judge  or  court  in  any  civil 
action,  or  in  *any  indictment  or  information  for  any  misde-  r#gQ4-i 
meanor,  when  any  variance  shall  appear  between  any  matter 
in  writing  or  in  print  produced  in  evidence,  and  the  recital  or  set- 
ting forth  thereof  upon  the  record  whereon  the  trial  is  pending,  to 
be  forthwith  amended  in  such  particular  by  some  officer  of  the 
court,  on  payment  of  such  costs  (if  any)  to  the  other  party  as  such 
judge  or  court  shall  think  reasonable,  and  thereupon  the  trial  shall 
proceed  as  if  no  such   variance  had  appeared;   and  in   case  such 
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trial  shall  be  had  at  Nisi  Prius,  the  order 'for  the  amendment  shall 
be  endorsed  on  the  pvstea^  and  returned,  together  with  the  record, 
and  thereupon  the  papers,  rolls,  and  other  records  of  the  court  from 
which  such  record  issued,  shall  be  amended  accordingly." 

The  remedial  power  thus  given  to  the  judge  in  the  cases  of 
written  evidence,  to  which  alone  it  was  applicable,  was  found  to  be 
so  beneficial,  that  by  the  Act  for  the  further  amendment  of  the  law, 
8  &  4  Will.  lY.,  c.  42,  it  was  most  materially  ^  extended.  That 
statute  recites,  that  ^'  Whereas  great  expense  is  often  incurred,  and 
delay  or  failure  of  justice  takes  place  at  trials  by  reason  of  variances 
as  to  some  particular  or  particulars  between  the  proof  and  the 
record  or  setting  forth  on  the  record  or  document,  on  which  the 
trial  is  had,  of   contracts,  customs,  prescriptions,  names  and  other 

* 

matters  or  circumstances  not  material  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  and 
by  the  misstatement  of  which  the  opposite  party  cannot  have  been 
prejudiced,  and  the  same  cannot  in  any  case  be  amended  at  the 
trial,  except  where  the  variance  is  between  any  matter  in  writing 
or  in  print  produced  in  evidence  and  the  record ;  and  whereas  it  is 
expedient  to  allow  such  amendments  as  are  hereinafter  mentioned 
to  be  made  in  the  cause,"  and  therefore  enactB^  ^*  that  it  shall  be  law- 
ful for  any  court  of  record  holding  plea  in  civil  actions,  and  any 
judge  sitting  at  Nisi  Prius,  if  such  court  or  judge  shall  see  fit  so  to 
do  to  cause  the  record,  writ  or  document,  on  which  any  trial  may 
p^rjor-i  be  *pending  before  any  such  court  or  judge  in  any  civil 
action,  or  in  any  information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto 
or  proceedings  on  a  mandamus,  when  any  variance  shall  appear 
between  the  proof  and  the  recital  or  setting  forth  on  the  record,  writ 
or  document,  on  which  the  trial  is  proceeding,  of  any  contract, 
custom,  prescription,  name  or  other  matter,  in  any  particular  or 
particulars  in  the  judgment  of  such  court  or  judge,  not  material  to 
the  merits  of  the  case,  and  by  which  the  opposite  party  cannot  hare 
been  prejudiced  in  the  conduct  of  his  action,  prosecution  or  defence, 
to  be  forthwith  amended  by  some  oflicer  of  the  court  or  otherwise, 
both  in  the  part  of  the  pleadings  where  such  variance  occurs,  and  in 
every  other  part  of  the  pleadings  which  it  may  become  necessary  to 
amend,  on  such  terms  as  to  payment  of  costs  to  the  other  party,  or 
postponing  the  trial  to  be  had  before  the  same  or  another  jury,  or 
both  payment  of  costs  and  postponement,  as  such  court  or  judge 
shall  think  reasonable ;  and  in  case  such  variance  shall  be  in  some 
particular  or  particulars,  in  the  judgment  of  such  court  or  judge, 
not  material  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  but  such  as  that  the  opposite 
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party  may  have  been  prejudiced  thereby  in  the  conduct  of  his  action^ 
prosecution  or  defence,  then  such  court  or  jadge  shall  have  power  to 
cause  the  same  to  be  amended,  upon  payment  of  costs  to  the  other 
party,  and  withdrawing  the  record  or  postponing  the  trial  as  afore- 
said, as  such  court  or  judge  shall  think  reasonable,  and  after  any 
such  amendment  the  trial  shall  proceed,  in  case  the  same  shall  be 
proceeded  with,  in  the  same  manner  in  all  respects,  both  with  respect 
to  the  liability  of  witnesses  to  be  indicted  for  perjury  or  otherwise, 
as  if  no  such  variance  had  appeared ;  and  in  case  such  trial  shall  be 
had  at  Nisi  Prius,  or  by  virtue  of  such  writ  as  aforesaid,  the  order 
for  the  amendment  shall  be  endorsed  on  the  postea  or  the  writ,  as  the 
case  may  be,  and  returned,  together  with  the  record  or  writ,  and 
thereupon  such  papers,  rolls  or  other  records  of  the  court  from 
which  such  record  or  *writ  issued,  as  it  may  be  necessary  to  r^f^ofj-i 
amend,  shall  be  amended  accordingly;  and  in  case  the  trial 
shall  be  had  in  any  court  of  record,  then  the  order  for  amendment 
shall  be  entered  on  the  roll  or  other  document  upon  which  the  trial  shall 
be  had.  Provided,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  party  who  is  dis- 
satisfied with  the  decision  of  such  judge  at  Nisi  Prius,  sheriif  or 
other  officer,  respecting  his  allowance  of  any  such  amendment,  to 
apply  to  the  court  from  which  such  record  or  writ  issued  for  a  new 
trial  upon  that  ground :  and  in  case  any  such  court  shall  think  such 
amendment  improper,  a  new  trial  shall  be  granted  accordingly,  on 
such  terms  as  the  court  shall  think  fit,  or  the  court  shall  make  such 
other  order  as  to  them  may  seem  meet.  And  it  is  further  enacted, 
that  the  said  court  or  judge  shall  and  may,  if  they  or  he  think  fit, 
in  all  cases  of  variance,  instead  of  causing  the  record  or  document  to 
be  amended  as  aforesaid,  direct  the  jury  to  find  the  fact  or  facts 
according  to  the  evidence,  and  thereupon  such  finding  shall  be  stated 
on  such  record  or  document,  and  notwithstanding  the  finding  on  the 
issue  joined,  the  said  court  or  the  court  from  which  the  record  has 
issued  shall,  if  they  think  the  said  variance  immaterial  to  the  merits 
of  the  case,  and  the  misstatement  such  as  could  not  have  prejudiced 
the  opposite  party  in  the  conduct  of  the  action  or  defence,  give  judg- 
ment accoiding  to  the  very  right  and  justice  of  the  case.'' 

Under  this  statute  the  judge  at  Nisi  Prius  will  amend  any  vari- 
ance which  does  not  really  affect  the  matter  in  dispute,  and  which 
was  not  likely  to  mislead  the  opposite  party .^  Thus,  for  example, 
he  will  amend  the  statement  of  a  promise  in  the  declaration 
although  it  be  not  a  promise  expressly  made,  but  merely  the  legal 

*  Hemming  v.  Parry,  6  C.  &  P.  (26  E.  C.  L.  R.)  680 ;  per  Alderson,  B, 
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result  of  the  facts  there  stated,  if  it  be  incorrectly  drawn,  by  sub- 
stituting the  correct  legal  result  of  those  facts."  So  he  will 
■-  -I  "^amend  the  statement  of  the  nature  of  the  promise  from  an 
absolute  to  a  collateral  promise,  as  where  it  was  alleged  to  be  a  pro- 
mise to  pay  for  goods  to  be  supplied  to  a  third  person,  and  was  in 
fact  a  promise  to  guaranty  the  payment  of  such  goods,  he  will  cause 
the  term  guaranty  to  be  substituted  for  pay.^  But  where  the  con- 
sideration alleged  for  a  promise  was  that  the  plaintiff  would  make 
advances,  the  judge  refused  to  substitute  as  the  consideration  that 
the  plaintiff  would  procure  a  company  so  to  do,  although  he  was  a 
partner  in  that  company.*'  Nor  will  he  amend  by  introducing  an 
entirely  different  contract,'  as  by  substituting  an  agreement  for  a 
lease,  wherein  the  breach  should  be  having  no  title  to  grant  it,  for 
the  statement  of  an  actual  demise  whereby  the  plaintiff  promised  that 
the  defendant  should  enjoy  without  eviction.' 

By  the  stat.  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  100,  very  similar  powers  of  amend- 
ment are  extended  to  criminal  cases.  That  statute  enacts,'  ^^  That 
whenever  on  the  trial  of  any  indictment  for  any  felony  or  misde- 
meanor there  shall  appear  to  be  any  variance  between  the  statement 
in  such  indictment  and  the  evidence  offered  in  proof  thereof,  in  the 
name  of  any  county,  riding,  division,  city,  borough,  town  corporate, 
parish,  township,  or  place  mentioned  or  described  in  any  such  indict- 
ment, or  in  the  name  or  description  of  any  person  or  persons,  or 
body  politic  or  corporate,  therein  stated  or  alleged  to  be  the  owner 
or  owners  of  any  property,  real  or  personal,  which  shall  form  the 
subject  of  any  offence  charged  therein,  or  in  the  name  or  description 
of  *any  person  or  persons,  body  politic  or  corporate,  therein 
^  -I  stated  or  alleged  to  be  injured  or  damaged,  or  intended  to  be 
injured  or  damaged  by  the  commission  of  such  offence,  or  in  the  chris- 
tian name  or  surname,  or  both  christian  name  and  surname,  or  other 
description  whatsoever,  of  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever  therein 

°  Whitwell  V.  Scheer,  8  A.  &  E.  (35  E.  G.  L.  R.)  301 ;  Smith  y.BracUhaw,  9 
Dowl.  430. 

""  Hanhury  v.  Ella^  1  A.  &  E.  (28  E.  0.  L.  R.)  61 ;  and  see  Quest  v.  ElweSj  5 
A.  &  B.  (31  E.  C.  L.  R.)  118. 

^  Boucher  v.  Murray^  6  Q.  B.  (51  E.  C.  L.  R.)  362. 

*  Br<ishier  v.  Jackson,  6  M.  &  W.  549. 

'  These  instances  will  serve  to  illustrate  the  principle  on  which  the  courts 
have  acted  upon  this  statute ;  but  for  the  reason  above  mentioned  (p.  631,  note), 
such  of  the  other  decisions  as  may  hereafter  be  found  useful  will  be  collected  in 
a  future  volume,  under  the  head  of  Variance. 

*  Upon  this  statute  no  decisions  have  yet  been  reported. ' 
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named  or  described,  or  in  the  name  or  description  of  any  matter  or 
thing  whatsoever  therein  named  or  described,  or  in  the  ownership 
of  any  property  named  or  described  therein,  it  shall  and  may  be 
lawful  for  the  court  before  which  the  trial  shall  be  had,  if  it  shall 
consider  such  variance  not  material  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  and 
that  the  defendant  cannot  be  prejudiced  thereby  in  his  defence  on 
such  merits,  to  order  such  indictment  to  be  amended,  according  to 
the  proof,  by  some  officer  of  the  court,  or  other  person,  both  in  that 
part  of  the  indictment  where  such  variance  occurs,  and  in  every 
other  part  which  it  may  become  necessary  to  amend,  on  such  terms 
as  to  postponing  the  trial  to  be  had  before  the  same  or  another  jury, 
as  such  court  shall  think  reasonable;  and  after  any  such  amendment 
the  trial  shall  proceed,  whenever  the  same  shall  be  proceeded  with, 
in  the  same  manner,  in  all  respects,  and  with  the  same  consequences, 
both  with  respect  to  the  liability  of  witnesses  to  be  indicted  for  per- 
jury and  otherwise,  as  if  no  such  variance  had  occurred ;  and  in  case 
such  trial  shall  be  had  at  Nisi  Prius,  the  order  for  the  amendment 
shall  be  endorsed  on  the  posteaj  and  returned,  together  with  the  re- 
cord ;  and  thereupon  such  papers,  rolls,  or  other  records  of  the  court, 
from  which  such  record  issued  as  it  may  be  necessary  to  amend,  shall 
be  amended  accordingly  by  the  proper  officer,  and  in  all  other  cases 
the  order  for  the  amendment  shall  either  be  endorsed  on  the  indict- 
ment or  shall  be  engrossed  on  parchment,  and  filed,  together  with  the 
indictment,  among  the  records  of  the  court :  provided,  that  in  all 
such  cases  where  the  trial  shall  be  so  postponed  as  aforesaid,  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  such  court  to  respite  the  recognisances  of  the  prosecutor 
and  witnesses,  and  of  the  defendant  and  "^his  surety  or  sure- 
ties, if  any,  accordingly ;  in  which  case  the  prosecutor  and  ^  ^ 
witnesses  shall  be  bound  to  attend  to  prosecute  and  give  evidence 
respectively,  and  the  defendant  shall  be  bound  to  attend  to  be  tried, 
at  the  time  and  place  to  which  such  trial  shall  be  postponed,  without 
entering  into  any  fresh  recognisances  for  that  purpose,  in  such  and 
the  same  manner  as  if  they  were  originally  bound  by  their  recogni- 
sances to  appear  and  prosecute  or  give  evidence  at  the  time  and  place 
to  which  such  trial  shall  have  been  so  postponed  :  Provided,  also,  that 
where  any  such  trial  shall  be  to  be  had  before  another  jury,  the 
Crown  and  the  defendant  shall  respectively  be  entitled  to  the  same 
challenges  as  they  were  respectively  entitled  to  before  the  first  jury 
was  sworn." 

In  the  next  place,  it  is  a  rule,  that  no  evidence  is  necessary  to  prove 

any  material  allegation  which  is  agreed  upon  by  the  pleadings,  or 

38 
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document,  on  which  the  trial  is  had ;  for  the  jury  are  sworn  to  try 
the  matter  in  issue  between  the  parties,  and  no  other  question  is  be- 
fore them.'  The  party  therefore  who  makes  any  material  and  traver- 
sable allegation,^  which  his  antagonist  does  not  *traverse, 
*-  J  is  not  required  to  sustain  it  by  any  proof;  and,  for  the  same 
reason,  evidence  to  disprove  it  is  not  admissible.*  Thus,  if  the  defend- 
ant in  replevin  avow  the  taking  the  cattle  damage-feasant  in  the  locus 
in  quo,  as  parcel  in  the  manor  of  K.,  and  the  plaintiff  make  title  to 
the  manor  of  K.,  and  traverse  that  the  manor  is  the  freehold  of  the 
defendant,  the  plaintiif  cannot  prove  that  K.  is  no  manor,  for  that  is 
admitted  by  the  traverse.^     And  the  jury  cannot  find   against  the 

■  B.  N.  P.  298 :  WimbUh  v.  Tailbois,  Plowd.  48  ;  Dunford  v.  Tratilesj  12  M. 
&  W.  259.  Of  courso  the  admission  does  not  extend  beyond  what  is  allej^ed  on 
the  record :  Williams  t.  Sills,  2  Camp.  519.  Where  the  defendant  pleaded,  to 
an  action  of  trespass,  a  custom  applicable  to  all  farms  in  the  parish  not  ex- 
cepted by  special  agreement,  which  custom  the  plaintiff  traversed,  he  was  not 
allowed  under  this  issue  to  prove  that  his  farm  (the  locus  in  qtio)  was  excepted 
by  special  agreement :  Evans  v.  Ogilvie,  2  Y.  &  J.  79.  But  a  matter  is  not  ad- 
mitted which  is  impliedly,  although  not  expressly,  traversed :  Dunstan  v.  T}resi- 
der,  5  T.  R.  2. 

^  Couling  v.  Coxe,  6  C.  B.  (60  E.  C.  L.  R.)  703  ;  King  v.  Norman,  4  C.  B.  (56 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  884;  Bennion  v.  Davison,  3  M.  &  W.  179  ;  Grew  v.  HiU,  3  Ex.  801 ; 
Oale  V.  Lewis,  9  Q.  B.  (58  E.  C.  L.  R.)  730.  In  trespass  for  entering  the  plain- 
tiff ^s  house  and  taking  bis  goods,  the  defendant  pleaded  a  justification  under  a 
writ  of  execution  against  the  goods  of  A,  B.,and  a  warrant  thereunder,  delivered 
to  the  defendant,  a  bailiff,  to  be  executed,  undeif  which  he  entered  and  seized 
the  plaintiff^s  goods.  The  plaintiff  replied,  admitting  the  writ,  warrant  and 
delivery  thereof  to  the  defendant,  but  traversing  the  rest  of  the  plea.  It  was 
held,  that  the  defendant  was  not  bound  to  prove  the  warrant:  Hewitt  v.  Macquire, 
21  L.  J.  Ex.  90. 

•  Bmizi  V.  Steward,  4  M.  &  G.  (43  E.  C.  L.  R.)  295 ;  Needham  v.  Frastr,  1  C. 

B.  (50 E.  C.  L.  R.)  815 ;  Pegg  v.  Stead,  9  C.  &  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  636  j  Guy  v. 
Gregory,  9  C.  &  P.  (38  E.  C.  L.  R.)  584 ;  Gwynne  v.  Sharpe,  Car.  &  M.  (41  E. 

C.  L.  R.)  532. 

'  Guy  V.  Gregory,  supra ;  see  tit.  Wat.  The  question  whether  a  seizure  was 
under  the  writ  or  not  is  left  open  :  Camaby  v.  Welhy,  8  A.  &  E.  (35  E.  G.  L.  R.) 
872.  So,  in  Colishaw  v.  Cheslyn,  1  C.  &  J.  48,  where  it  was  averred  that  one 
was  seised  in  fee,  and  being  so  seised  granted,  a  traverse  of  the  grant  admits 
the  seisin  in  fee.  And  where  a  pleading  stated  that  a  corporation  was  seised  in 
fee,  and  being  so  seised  by  indenture  demised  to  H.  for  lives,  and  delivered 
seisin  to  him,  who  thereby  became  and  was  seised,  and  being  so  seised  granted 
a  right  of  way  over  the  locus  in  quo,  and  a  grant  of  the  right  of  way  is  traversed. 
By  this  traverse  all  the  previous  steps  of  the  derivative  title  are  admitted. 
Cooke  V.  Blake,  1  Ex.  220.  Where  a  plea  justified  an  imprisonment,  under  an 
order  of  the  judge  of  the  Sheriff's  Court  of  London,  for  non-payment  of  money 
recovered  there,  and  set  forth  various  proceedings  in  the  cause  necessary  to  give 
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admissions  of  the  parties  on  the  record^  though  they  be  contrary  to 
the  truth ;  but  in  other  cases,  as  has  been  seen,*  the  jury  are  not 
estopped  to  find  the  truth,  though  the  parties  are.  But  where  there 
are  several  issues  joined/  *an  admission  evolved  in  one  does 
not  operate  as  an  admission  in  relation  to  any  other.  Nor  ^  ^ 
are  the  statements  of  a  party  in  a  declaration  or  plea,  though  for  the 
purposes  of  the  issue  he  is  bound  by  those  which  are  material,  and 
'the  evidence  must  be  confined  to  them  upon  an  issue,  to  be  treated 
(it  would  seem)  as  confessions  of  the  truth  of  the  facts  stated/ 

Next,  as  to  the  quality  of  the  evidence  to  be  adduced  by  the 
parties. 

It  is  the  peculiar  province  of  the  jury  to  decide  upon  the  force 
and  effect  of  the  evidence  submitted  to  them ;  but,  as  has  already 
been  seen,  the  law,  by  many  rules  of  a  negative  nature,  excludes 

jurisdiction,  and  stated  that  the  judge  duly  made  the  order,  which  last  aver- 
ment was  traversed :  it  was  held  that  the  proceedings  set  forth  were  not  in- 
cluded in  the  last  averment,  but  were  admitted :  Buchanan  v.  Kinning,  20  L.  J., 
C.  P.  252,  in  Cam.  Scacc.  So,  in  an  action  on  a  bond,  with  the  plea  that  there 
was  a  usurious  agreement  between  the  parties,  and  that  the  bond  was  given  in 
pursuance  of  it,  &  denial  of  the  latter  allegation  admits  the  former :  Carter  v. 
James,  13  M.  &  W.  137. 

*  Supra  ;  and  see  B.  N.  P.  298  ;  Goddard's  case,  2  Go.  4. 

^  E»  g.  A  plea  of  set-off  is  not  evidence  of  the  debt  sued  for  and  denied  in 
another  plea.  The  same  rule  applies  to  a  particular  set-off,  it '  being  virtually 
part  of  the  plea :  Burkiti  v.  BlansKard,  3  Ex.  89 ;  Harrington  v.  Macmorris,  6 
Taunt  (1  E.  C.  L.  R.)  228  pWilles  380 ;  Stracy  v.  Blake,  1  M.  &  W.  168 ;  Gould 
V.  Oliver,  2  M.  &  G.  (40  E.  G.  L.  R.)  208.  In  an  action  of  replevin,  the  defend- 
ant avowed  upon  a  distress  for  rent  arrear,  to  which  the  plaintiff  pleaded :  first, 
that  he  tendered  the  rent  *,  and  secondly,  that  he  did  not  hold  under  the  defend^ 
ant.  It  was  held  that  the  plea  of  tender  and  evidence  thereof  were  not  together 
evidence  of  the  holding  as  traversed  by  the  second  plea ;  Knight  v.  McDouell,  12 
A.  &  E.  (40  E.  G.  L.  R.)  438. 

(  Boileau  v.  Butlin,  2  Ex.  681. 

It  is  clear  from  all  the  cases  just  quoted,  that  the  judge  is  bound  to  tell  the 
jury  what  is  admitted  by  the  pleadings  ;  but  a  question  has  occurred  whether 
what  is  so  admitted  is  evidence  upon  the  issue  joined,  so  as  to  warrant  the  jury 
in  drawing  any  inference  from  it  as  to  that  issue.  This  has  given  rise  to  much 
discussion,  and  it  may  be  that  if  a  party  wishes  the  jury  to  draw  any  inference 
he  must  establish  the  facts  from  which  that  is  to  be  drawn  by  evidence,  accord- 
ing to  which  they  are  sworn  to  find  their  verdict.  See  the  cases,  ante,  p.  592, 
note  (t) ;  and  Bohins  v.  Lord  Maidstone,  4  Q.  B.  (45  E.  G.  L.  R.)  811.  For,  as 
Cresswell,  J.,  observes,  in  Fearn  v.  FUica,  7  M.  &  G.  (49  E.  G.  L.  R.)  573:  "  If 
the  rule  be  not  that  an  admission  on  the  record  is  not  to  be  taken  to  prove  the 
issue,  this  singular  state  of  circumstances  might  arise :  counsel  might  ask  a 
jury,  from  the  mere  state  of  the  record,  to  infer  a  fact  which  was  directly  in 
issue.*'    Dunstan  v.  Tresider,  ante,  p.  639. 
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from  their  consideration  some  matters,  on  account  of  their  general 
tendency  to  mislead  and  to  create  prejudice,  rather  than  to  promote 
the  cause  of  truth.     One  of   the  most  important  rules  upon^this 

*subject  is  that  which  requires  that  the  best  attainable  evi- 
L  J  dence  shall  be  adduced  to  prove  every  disputed  fact.  This 
rule  has  already  been  adverted  to,  though  but  slightly,  inasmuch  as 
its  effect  is  not  to  exclude  any  of  the  materials  of  evidence  in  the 
abstract,  but  only  by  comparison  of  the  evidence  offered  with  that 
which  might  have  been  produced,  but  which  has  been  suspiciously 
withheld. 

The  ground  of  this  rule^  is  a  suspicion  of  fraud.  If  it  appear 
from  the  very  nature  of  the  transaction  that  other  and  better  evi- 
dence of  the  fact  is  withheld,  a  presumption  arises  that  the  party 
has  some  secret  and  sinister  motive  for  not  producing  the  best  and 
most  satisfactory  evidence,  and  is  conscious  that  if  the  best  were  to 
be  afforded,  his  object  would  be  frustrated:  subject,  then,  to  the 
observations  which  will  be  made  upon  the  operation  of  this  rule, 
it  follows,  that  of  the  several  gradations  in  the  scale  of  evidence, 
no  evidence  of  an  inferior  class  can  be  substituted  for  that  of  a 
superior  degree.  It  is  a  very  general  rule,  that  the  contents  of  a 
writing  cannot  be  proved  by  a  copy,*  still  less  by  mere  oral  evi- 
dence, if  the  writing  itself  be  in  existence  and  attainable.^  If  a 
deed  be  lost,  a  copy  has  been  held  not  to  be  evidence  if  a  counter- 

part  exist.^  And,  except  on  special  grounds,  no  declaration 
L  ■'  *or  entry  by  any  person  can  be  given  in  evidence,  where  the 
party  who  made  such  declaration  or  entry  can  be  produced  and  ex- 

*  B.  N.  P.  293-4 ;  «ipra,  p.  500. 

*  Supra,  pp.  499,  500.  To  prove  an  insurance  from  fire,  the  books  of  the 
oompany  are  not  the  best  evidence.  The  policy  itself  must  be  produced :  R.  v. 
Doran,  1  Esp.  C.  127 ;  Kenyon,  C.  J.,  1791. 

^  Supra,  p.  530.  See  the  observations  of  Lord  Tenterden,  in  die  case  of  Vin- 
cent V.  Cole,  M.  &  M.  (22  £.  G.  L.  R.)  258 ;  as  to  the  extreme  danger  of  relying 
on  the  recollection  of  witnesses,  however  honest,  as  to  the  contents  of  written 
instruments;  and  see  also  The  Queen's  case,  2  B.  &  B.  (6  £.  C.  L.  R.)  287, 
supra;  Crowley  v.  Page,  1  Q,  k  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  790;  Strother  v.  Barr,  5 
Bing.  (15  E.  G.  L.  R.)  151 ;  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Assumpsit,  Ejbctmiitt,  Titlb  or 
Landlord. 

'  Supra,  p.  542.  But  this  seems  very  questionable :  see  Doe  v.  Wdintorigki, 
5  Ad.  &>  E.  (31  £.  G.  L.  R.)  523.  The  commissioners  under  an  Enclosure  Act, 
having  made  minutes  of  their  proceedings,  held,  that  parol  evidence  of  the 
divisions  and  allotments  was  inadmissible,  the  minutes  of  the  oommissioQers 
not  being  produced  or  accounted  for :  Bendyshe  v.  Pearse,  1  B.  &  B.  (5  £.  G.  L. 
R.)  460. 


QUALITY    OF    BVIBENOE.  643 

amined  as  a  witness.™  These  are  well  known  definite  gradations  of 
evidence,  to  which  the  principles  may  be  applied  without  much  diffi- 
culty. Thus^  upon  a  question,  whether  the  Abbey  de  Sentibus  was 
an  inferior  abbey  or  not,  Dugdale's  Monasticon  Anglicanum  was 
rejected,  because  the  original  records  might  be  had  at  the  Augmen- 
tation Office."" 

This  rule  relates  not  to  the  measure  and  quantity  of  evidence,  but 
to  its  quality  when  compared  with  some  other  evidence  of  superior 
degree.  It  is  not  necessary,  in  point  of  law,  to  give  the  fullest 
proof  that  every  case  may  admit  of.  A  will  of  lands  may  be 
proved  by  one  witness  only.*  If  there  be  several  eye-witnesses 
to  a  particular  fact,  it  may  be  proved  by  the  testimony  of  one 
only. 

♦Where  the  defendant,  in  order  to  disprove  the  right  r*^44-i 
claimed  by  the  plaintiff  to  erect  certain  hatches  on  a  river, 
offered  in  evidence  ancient  articles  of  agreement  between  persons 
standing  in  the  respective  situations  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant ; 
and  the  defendant's  attorney  produced  the  deed,  and  said  he  received 
it  from  the  son  of  the  owner  of  the  defendant's  land ;  and  on  the 
objection  being  taken  that  this  was  insufficient,  the  father  was  called, 
whose  testimony  was  objected  to  on  the  score  of  interest ;  it  was 
held  that  the  deed  was  inadmissible,  for  the  testimony  of  the  father 
had  been  objected  to,  and  the  next  best  evidence  had  been  given.' 

^  Even  although  the  parties  to  be  called  would  criminate  themselves  by  the 
proof  required :  Edmondtttme  v.  Webb,  3  Esp.  C.  264 ;  The  Queen's  case,  2  B. 
&  B.  (6  £.  G.  L.  R.)  311 ;  or  be  abroad,  ante,  p.  474. 

^  Salk.  281.  Oaths  taken  by  a  preacher  under  the  Toleration  Act  are  matter 
of  record,  and  cannot  be  proved  by  parol  evidence:  R,  v.  Hube  and  others, 
Peake^B  G.  132.  To  prove  that  A.  was  chosen  constable,  the  wardmote  book, 
containing  an  account  of  the  election,  should  be  produced ;  a  list  from  the  town 
clerk's  office  of  the  persons  sworn  in  to  serve  the  office,  in  which  the  name  of 
B.  appears  as  having  been  sworn  as  substitute  for  ^.,  is  not  the  best  evidence  •' 
Underhill  v.  Witts,  3  Esp.  0.  56. 

*  See  tit.  Will  ;  B.  N.  P.  264.  So,  handwriting  may  be  proved  by  another, 
without  calling  the  writer:  see  Hughes^  case,  2  East  P.  G.  1002;  iPGuire^s 
ea^e,  Ibid. ;  for  other  illustrations,  see  Leibman  v.  Pooley,  1  Starkie's  G.  (2  E. 
0.  L.  R.)  167  *,  and  tit.  Agint,  Pbrjurt.  Where  consent  is  to  be  negatived, 
even  in  a  criminal  case,  it  is  not  absolutely  necessary  that  the  party  himself, 
whose  consent  is  required  to  be  negatived,  should  be  called.  As  upon  indict- 
ments for  unlawfully  killing  deer  or  taking  fish :  Allen's  case,  1  Mood.  0.  G. 
154,  before  the  judges ;  Hazy's  case,  2  G.  &  P.  (12  E.  G.  L.  R.)  458,  overruling 
B.  V.  Rogers,  2  Gamp.  654,  in  this  respect.    See  ante,  p.  594. 

^  Carol  V.  Jeans,  cor.  Holroyd,  J.,  Dorch.  Sp.  Ass.  1819 ;  Manning's  Ind.  375 
2d  edit.  ' 
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Nor  does  it  apply  in  any  case,  unless  the  evidence  proposed  be  in 
its  general  nature  of  an  inferior  degree  to  that  for  which  it  is  sought 
to  be  substituted.  It  is  not  sufficient  that  it  may  probably  be  less 
satisfactory  in  the  particular  instance.  Where  a  plaintiiT  proved 
notice  to  the  defendant  to  produce  a  letter  written  by  him  to  the 
defendant,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiif  was  at  liberty  to  prove  the 
contents  by  any  witness  who  knew  them,  and  that  he  was  not  obliged 
to  call  the  clerk  who  wrote  the  letter.' 

The  rule  assumes,  that  from  the  nature  of  the  transaction  superior 
evidence  may  be  had  ;  and  therefore  it  never  excludes  evidence,  which 
is  the  best  that  can  be  then  produced  by  the  party/  ^     Hence  if  a 

«  Liebman  ▼.  Pooley,  1  Starkie'e  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  167. 

'  Gilb.  Ev.  3,  4 ;  B.  N.  P.  294.  Where,  on  principles  of  public  policy,  a 
document  cannot  be  read  in  evidence,  the  effect  will  be  the  same  as  if  it  was 
not  in  existence :  Cooke  y.  MaxweU^  2  Starkie^s  0.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  483.  There- 
fore, where  such  a  document  contains  an  order  from  a  public  officer,  no  evidence 
can  be  f];iven  of  its  contents,  but  it  may  be  shown  that  what  was  done  was  done 

by  the  order  of  such  officer :  Ibid. 

^ 

^  Evidence  of  an  inferior  nature,  which  supposes  evidence  of  a  hij^her  nature 
in  existence,  cannot  be  received :  Taunton  Turnpike  v.  Whiting^  10  Mass.  327 ; 
Commonwealth  v.  JameSy  1  Pick.  375 ;  United  States  v.  Gibert^  2  Snmn.  19 ; 
Mordeeai  v.  Beal^  8  Port.  529.  A  seizure  and  sale  on  a  distress  warrant,  the 
proceedings  on  which  are  required  to  be  in  writing,  cannot  be  proved  by  parol : 
Myers  v.  Smithy  27  Md.  71.  When  a  contract  of  sale  appears  to  have  been 
made  by  letters,  they  are  the  only  competent  evidence  of  it:  Steele  v.  Etheridge^ 
15  Minn.  501.  A  printed  advertisement  is  not  admissible  where  it  is  shown 
that  it  was  copied  from  a  manuscript,  and  the  manuscript  is  not  accounted  for : 
Sweigart  v.  Lowmartinj  14  S.  &  R.  200.  As  between  living  witnesses,  one  is  not 
to  be  excluded  because  another  had  a  better  opportunity  of  knowing  a  fact 
deposed  to :  Governor  v.  Roberts^  2  Hawks  26.  The  contents  of  letters  which 
are  lost  may  be  shown  by  any  one,  without  accounting  for  the  non-production 
of  the  person  to  whom  they  are  written :  Drisk  v.  Davenport,  2  Stew.  266.  In 
a  trial  under  an  indictment  for  uttering  a  forged  bank  note,  an  officer  of  the 
bank  ought  to  be  examined :  SteUe  v.  Petty ,  Harper  59.  Parol  evidence  is  not 
admissible  if  there  be  written  evidence  to  the  same  point  within  the  power  of 
the  party  offering  it:  Cloud  v.  Patterson,  1  Stewart  394;  Mc Williams  v.  WtUis, 
1  Wash.  199 ;  Sebree  v.  Dorr,  9  Wheat.  558 ;  Davis  v.  Robertson,  1  Rep.  Const. 
Ct.  71 ;  De  Tastet  v.  Croussillat,  2  Wash.  C.  C.  132;  Budl  v.  Cook,  5  Conn. 
206 ;  Rusk  V.  Sowerwine,  3  Har.  &  Johns.  97  ;  Thornton  y.  Moody,  2  Fair.  253. 
Though  a  plaintiff  goes  through  his  proof  without  objection  and  rests  his  cause, 
if  he  has  proved  by  parol  a  piece  of  written  evidence,  which  ought  to  be  pro- 
duced, it  is  not  too  late  for  the  defendant  to  object  that  the  writing  should  be 
produced :  Southwick  v.  Hoyden,  7  Cow.  334.  See  also  Anderson  v.  Suggs,  42 
Ga.  265 ;  KneU  y.  Colebrook,  35  Conn.  188 ;  Camden  R.  R.  Co.  y.  Stewart,  4 
Green  343.    The  fact  of  a  tenancy  by  a  party  holding  under  a  written  lease 
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deed  or  other  written  document  be  lost,  or  be  in  the  hands  of  the 
adversary,  who  refuses  to  produce  it,*  a  copy  of  it  is  admissible.  If 
a  witness  to  a  bond  be  dead,  or  be  beyond  seas,  *out  of  the  ri^aAtn 
jurisdiction  of  the  court,  it  may  be  read  upon  proof  of  his 
handwriting.^  So  where  the  witnesses  are  dead,  their  depositions  or 
their  declarations  made  when  they  were  in  extremis  frequently  become 
evidence.  Where  a  prisoner's  examination,  taken  in  writing  before 
the  coroner,  could  not,  in  consequence  of  an  irregularity  in  the  latter, 
be  read,  it  was  held  that  the  coroner  might  be  asked  as  to  what  the 
prisoner  said  on  that  occasion.* 

Neither  is  the  rule  strictly  adhered  to  where  a  mere  negative  is 

■  See  Written  Instrument,  Proof  of,  ante,  pp.  643,  568, 

*  Ante  J  p.  312. 

»  B.  V.  Reed,  M.  &  M.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  403. 

may  be  proved  by  parol :  Rayner  ▼.  Jjee,  20  Mich.  384.  Parol  evidence  is 
admisBible  to  show  that  a  certain  person  was  cpnfined  in  the  penitentiary, 
although  the  warden  is  reqaired  by  law  to  keep  a  journal  in  which  a  regular 
entry  is  made  of  the  reception  and  discharge  of  prisoners :  Hanson  v.  Comm,^ 
1  P.  F.  Smith  332.  In  a  suit  by  an  attorney  for  fees,  parol  evidence  is  not 
admissible  to  show  that  he  instituted  certain  suits  for  defendants :  Hughes  v. 
Christy y  26  Tex.  230.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  who  are  the  officers 
of  a  corporation :  Brown  v.  La  Crosse  City  Gas  Co,,  21  Wis.  51.  Though  a 
written  instrument  has  no  stamp,  the  original  contract  may  be  proved  by  parol, 
if  not  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds :  McAfferty  v.  Hale,  2A  Iowa  355.  Where  a 
written  contract  is  executed  in  duplicate,  it  is  not  error  to  allow  the  contract 
held  by  one  party  to  be  read  in  evidence  before  the  duplicate  in  the  hands  of 
the  other  party  has  been  produced  or  its  absence  accounted  for:  Cleveland  R. 
R.  Co,  V.  Perkins,  17  Mich.  296.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  that  a 
road  is  a  highway,  although  there  is  no  evidence  that  it  was  ever  laid  out  as 
such :  Wbburn  v.  Henshaw,  101  Mass.  193.  In  an  action  for  a  railroad  sub- 
scription, one  of  the  conditions  of  which  was  that  the  company  should  contract 
for  grading,  &c,,  the  fact  may  be  shown  by  parol  evidence :  St,  Louis  R.  R.  Co. 
V.  Eakins,  30  Iowa  279.  The  fact  of  the  issuing  of  an  execution  may  be  shown 
by  parol  evidence :  Supples  v.  Lewis ^  37  Conn.  568.  It  is  not  necessary  to  pro- 
duce the  military  records.  They  are  kept  for  the  uses  of  the  army,  and  not  as 
evidence  between  individuals:  Wilson  v.  McClure,  50  111.  366.  The  fact  of 
enlistment  and  mustering  into  the  military  service  of  the  United  States  may  be 
proved  by  parol  evidence :  Wayland  v.  Ware,  104  Mass.  46.  When  the  matter 
18  wholly  collateral,  and  between  other  parties,  in  which  defendant  had  no 
interest,  the  plaintiff  may  give  parol  evidence  of  contents  of  a  written  contract: 
Oaies  V.  Kendall,  67  N.  G.  241.  The  questions  how  many  terms  of  court  were 
held  in  a  certain  year,  what  judge  presided  and  whether  juries  were  in  attend- 
ance, though  these  are  facts  which  might  appear  from  the  records,  are  in  the 
nature  of  matters  in  fact,  and  may  be  proved  by  parol  evidence :  Massey  v. 
WestcoU,  40  111.  160. 
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to  be  proved,  especially  where  it  results  from  inspecting  documents 
of  a  voluminous  nature.*  And  though  a  witness  cannot  give  evi- 
dence of  accounts  not  produced,  he  may,  it  seems,  be  examined  as 
to  the  general  state  of  such  accounts,  or  he  may  give  evidence  of 
the  general  course  of  trade,  as  that  the  practice  has  been  to  accept 
bills  in  a  particular  form,  according  to  one  invariable  course  of  deal- 
ing/ In  Rowe  v.  Brenton^  a  witness  was  allowed  to  state  the  result 
of  his  examination  of  a  number  of  old  ^records,  and  to  prove  their 
correspondence  with  one  which  had  been  read.  So,  a  witness  may 
be  examined  as  to  the  general  result  of  inquiries  from  accounts 
rendered  by  a  bankrupt,  of  his  aifairs  as  to  his  solvency  at  a  particular 
time.^  And,  in  genera],  where  evidence  is  given  as  to  introductory 
r*6461  ^^  collateral  matters,  '''which  did  not  depend  at  all  upon 
the  particular  form  or  contents  of  the  instrument,  such  evi- 
dence, though  perhaps  not  strictly  warranted,  is,  for  convenience 
sake,  usually  admitted  in  practice  without  objection. 

Again,  as  the  rule  was  intended  to  guard  against  fraud,  its  opera- 
tion ceases  where  the  presumption  of  fraud  does  not  arise ;  conse- 
quently, it  does  not  apply  where  the  law  itself  raises  a  presumption 
under  particular  circumstances.  And,  therefore,  in  general,  in  order 
to  prove  that  a  particular  person  was  a  magistrate  or  constable,  it  is 
sufficient  to  prove  that  he  acted  as  such  ;  for  then,  in  the  absence  of 
evidence  to  the  contrary,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  he  was  duly  and 
legally  appointed.^  The  rule,  as  well  as  the  principle,  seems  to 
extend  to  all  public  officers.**  It  has  been  held  to  extend  to  persons 
acting  as  Lords  of  the  Treasury  f  to  one  acting  as  a  surrogate  in 

'  Where,  in  order  to  show  the  insolvent  state  of  the  party  before  bankruptoy, 
the  assignees  (plaintiffs)  offered  the  ledger  of  the  bankers  of  the  bankrupt  to 
prove  that  he  had  no  funds  in  their  hands  \  it  was  held,  that  it  was  properly 
received  to  prove  the  negative,  without  calling  the  different  olerks  who  made 
the  entries,  although  it  might  not  be  admissible  to  prove  the  affirmative :  Fwmtii 
V.  Cop«,  5  Bing.  (15  E.  C.  L.  R.)  114. 

7  Boberts  v.  Doxon,  Peake's  C.  83  ;  Spencer  v.  BUlingj  3  Camp.  310.  But  if 
the  mode  of  dealing  has  varied,  the  bills  must  be  produced. 

•  3  M.  &  R.  212. 

•  Assignees  of  Mayer  v.  Sefton,  2  Stark.  0.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  274.  Lord  Kenyon 
had  received  similar  evidence,  see  Topham  v.  McGregor ^  1  C.  &  K.  (47  £.  0.  L. 
R.)  320,  ante,  p.  176. 

^  See,  per  Buller,  J.,  Berryman  v.  Wise,  4  T.  R.  366 ;  Gordon's  case,  1  Leaoh 
C.  G.  515 ;  per  Parke,  B.,  JIT  Gahey  v.  Alston,  2  M.  &  W.  208.  So,  that  a  justice 
was  of  the  quorum  from  his  having  acted  as  such :  B.  v.  Vickery,  12  Q.  B.  (64 

B.  C.  L.  R.)  484. 

«  M^Gahey  v.  Alston,  2  M.  &  W.  209  ;  Cannel  v.  Curtis,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  (29  S. 

C.  L.  R.)  228. 

^  B,  V.  Jones,  2  Gamp.  131. 
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the  Ecclesiastical  Court  ;*  to  a  public  commissioner  for  taking  affi- 
davits ;'  to  a  sheriff,  under-sheriff,  or  replevin  clerk ;'  to  a  Master  in 
Chancery,  acting  under  a  special  appointment  from  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor to  issue  fiats  in  bankruptcy  ;^  to  constables  and  watchmen,  act- 
ing under  local  commissions  appointed  by  Act  of  Parliament;^  to 
trustees  under  a  turnpike  act  ;^  to  commissioners  under  a  local  act  to 
raise  a  church  rate  ;^  to  churchwardens  and  *overseers  ;■*  to  ri^aA'T-] 
an  army  surgeon  ;^  so,  where  the  plaintiff  proved  his  acting 
as  vestry  clerk  ;*  so,  in  the  case  of  a  revenue  officer. i*  The  rule  ap- 
plies, although  the  officer  is  himself  suing  or  defending,  and  that  too 
in  respect  of  his  being  such  officer.*^  The  rule  does  not  extend  to 
persons  acting  under  private  authority,  as  to  a  tithe  collector/  Nor 
to  assignees  of  a  bankrupt.' 

*  R.  v.  Verelst,  3  Camp.  432  ;  R,  v.  Cresswellf  London  Sittings  after  M.  1816  ; 

1  Phill.  on  £v.,  9th  edit.  433. 

'  R,  V.  Howard,  1  M.  A  Rob.  187  ;  R.  v.  Newton,  1  C.  &  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
480 ;  Bunhury  v.  Mathews,  Ibid.  380. 

«  Doe  v.  Brawn,  5  B.  &  Aid.  (7  E.  C.  L.  R.)  243  ;  Plumer  v.  BrUco,  11  Q.  B. 
(63  E.  C.  L.  R.)  46. 

»»  Marshall  v.  Lamh,  5  Q.  B.  (48  E.  C.  L.  R.)  115. 

«  Butler  V.  Ford,  1  G.  &  M.  662. 

*  Pntchard  v.  Walker,  3  C.  A  P.  (14  E.  C.  L.  R.)  212. 
» R.  V.  Murphy,  8  C.  &  P.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  310. 

■  Does  V.  Barnes,  8  Q.  &  B.  (55  E.  C.  L.  R.)  1037. 

■  Milhanke  v.  Grant,  3  Q.  B.  (43  E.  C.  L.  R.)  690. 

*  MGahey  v.  Alston,  2  M.  &  W.  211. 

P  See  26  Geo.  III.,  c.  77,  a.  13,  and  Ibid.  c.  82,  s.  6 ;  7  &  8  Geo.  IV.,  c.  53,  s. 
17 ;  8  &  9  Vict  c.  87,  8.  131 ;  8  A  9  Vict  c.  85,  8.  7,  and  c.  93,  8.  75 ;  see  tit. 
Presumptions,  Officer,  post, 

4  JIT  Gahey  v.  Alston,  supra,  where  he  was  nominal  plaintiff :  Canndl  v.  Curtis, 

2  Ring.  N.  0.  (29  E.  C.  L.  R.)  228 ;  where  he  sued  for  a  libel  on  him  in  his 
character  of  overseer :  Doe  y.  Barnes,  supra,  where  churchwardens  and  oyer- 
seers  sought  to  recover  a  parish  house :  Butler  y.  Ford,  supra,  where  constables 
were  sued  for  an  act  done  as  such  ;  and  see  Gordon^  s  case,  supra ;  R,  v.  Borrett, 
6  C.  A  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  124 ;  and  R.  v.  Rees,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  606 ; 
where  the  prisoner  was  employed  in  the  post-office,  and  was  indicted  for 
embezzling  a  letter  while  so  employed.  So,  in  i?.  y.  Ibwnsend,  Car.  &  M.  (41 
£.  0.  L.  R.)  178.  It  seems  questionable,  where  there  is  an  issue  upon  the  fact 
of  the  appointment  to  an  office,  whether  that  must  not  be  regularly  proved. 
Thus,  where  the  appointment  of  town  clerk  by  a  corporation  was  in  issue,  an 
appointment  under  seal  was  required :  R,  v.  Stamford,  5  Q.  B.  (51  E.  G.  L.  R.) 
433.  So,  of  the  office  of  coalmeter :  Smith  y.  Cartwright,  20  L.  J.,  Ex.  401,  in 
Gam.  Scacc. ;  and  see  Moises  y.  Thornton,  8  T.  R.  303 ;  Collins  v.  Carnegie,  1 
Ad.  A  E.  (28  E.  G.  L.  R.)  695. 

'  Short  y.  Lee,  2  J.  A  W.  468. 

■  Passmare  v.  Bousfidd,  1  Stark.  G.  (2  E.  G.  L.  R.)  296. 
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So,  ^here  a  document  is  of  a  public  nature,  a  copy  of  it  is  evi- 
dence; for  the  production  of  the  original  is  dispensed  vfith  on 
account  of  the  inconvenience  which  would  result  from  the  frequent 
removal  of  public  documents,  and  consequently,  the  absence  of  the 
original  affords  no  presumption  of  fraud;  and  the  probability  of 
fraud  is  much  diminished  by  the  consideration  that  it  would  be  liable 
to  easy  detection  by  reference  to  so  accessible  an  original.*  For 
r^g^o-i  '''like  reasons,  inscriptions  on  tombstones,  walls  and  fixed 
tables,  are  usually  proved  by  oral  evidence." 

The  rule  does  not  apply  where  the  adversary  has  admitted  the  fact 
which  is  to  be  proved ;  for  he  is  in  general  barred  by  his  own  admis- 
sion or  representation,  and  cannot  complain  that  his  own  statement 
is  believed.* 

It  is  likewise  a  general  and  most  inflexible  rule,  that  wherever 
written  instruments  are  appointed,  either  by  the  requirement  of  law 
or  by  the  compact  of  parties,  to  be  the  repositories  and  memorials  of 
truth,  any  other  evidence  is  excluded  from  being  used,  either  as  a 
substitute  for  such  instruments  or  to  contradict  or  alter  them.  This 
is  a  matter  both  of  principle  and  policy:  of  principle^  because  such 
instruments  are  in  their  own  nature  and  origin  entitled  to  a  much 
higher  degree  of  credit  than  parol  evidence ;  of  policy,  because  it 
would  be  attended  with  great  mischief,  if  those  instruments  upon 
which  men's  rights  depended  were  liable  to  be  impeached  by  loose 
collateral  evidence.^ 

*  Supra,  tit.  Public  Documents;  infra,  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Charactir. 

»  Doe  V.  Cole,  6  C.  &  P.  (26  E.  C.  L.  R.)  360 ;  B.  v.  Fursey,  6  C.  A  P.  (25  B. 
C.  L.  R.)  84. 

*  Slatterlie  v.  Pooley,  6  M.  &  W.  664 ;  and  ante,  pp.  505,  506 ;  see  also  Vol. 
II.,  tit.  Admission. 

'  Parol  evidence  is  inadmiBsible  to  contradict,  vary  or  alter  a  written  con- 
tract :  Shankland  v.  Washington,  5  Pet.  390 ;  Perrine  v.  Cfheeseman,  6  Halst. 
174 ;  Spencer  v.  Tilden,  5  Cow.  144 ;  United  States  v.  Thompson,  1  Gall.  388 ; 
Bowyer  v.  Martin,  6  Rand.  525  j  Jones  v.  Warier,  11  Oonn.  40 ;  Creery  v.  HoUy, 
14  Wend.  26  j  Singleton  v.  Fore,  7  Miss.  515  j  State  v.  Stites,  1  Green  172; 
Mead  y.  Steger,  5  Port.  498  ;  Hull  v.  Adams,  1  Ilill  601 ;  FecUherstone  v.  Wilson, 
4  Pike  154 ;  Bice  v.  Woods,  21  Pick.  30  ;  Cole  v.  Handley,  8  S.  &  M.  473 ;  Beck- 
ley  y.  Manson,  22  Conn.  299;  MeCloskey  v.  McCormick,  37  111.  66 ;  Snyder  v. 
Oriswold,  Ibid.  216 ;  Warren  y.  Crew,  22  Iowa  315 ;  Aldrick^s  adm,  y.  Hapgood^ 
39  Vt.  617;  Wintermate  v.  Light,  46  Barb.  278  ;  Collins  v.  Baumgardner,  2  P. 
F.  Smith  461 ;  Freeman  y.  Bass,  34  Ga.  355;  Shreveport  v.  Le  Bosen,  18  La. 
Ann.  577 ;  Wren  y.  Hoffman,  41  Miss.  616 ;  Buckley  y.  Bentley,  48  Barb.  283 ; 
Sabercool  v.  Farewell,  17  Miss.  308 ;  Martin  v.  Thrasher,  40  Vt.  460 ;  Hemdon 
y.  Henderson,  41  Miss.  584 ;  Doyle  v.  Dixon,  12  Allen  570 ;  Babbitt  v.  Young,  51 
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The  rule  may  be  thus  generally  stated,  m.,  that  oral  evidence 
shall  in  no  case  be  received  as  equivalent  to,  or  as  a  Btibstitute  for,  a 
"written  instrument,  whet-e  the  latter  is  required  by  law,^  or  to  give 
effect  to  a  written  instrument,  which  is  defective  in  any  particular 
which  by  law  is  essential  to  its  validity ;'  or  to  contradict^  alter  or 
vart/*'  a  written  instrument,  either  appointed  by  law  or  by  the  com- 

'  Infra,  p.  649.  ■  Infra,  p.  560,  et  seq, 

*  Infra,  p.  655,  et  seq. 

Barb.  466  ;  Huffman  v.  Hummer,  2  Green  269 ;  Whyle  v.  Arthur,  Ibid.  521 ; 
Whitman  v.  Revels,  39  Ala.  121  ;  Moody  v.  McCovm,  Ibid.  586 ;  Boon  v.  Belfast, 
40  Ala.  184;  Phillips  v.  Costley,  Ibid.  486;  Bogan  v.  Calhoun,  19  La.  Ann. 
472 ;  Mayn  v.  Biggs,  3  Head  36 ;  Cincinnati  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Fearce,  28  Ind.  502 ; 
Smith  T.  Price,  39  111.  28  :  Lowry  v.  Harris,  12  Minn.  255 ;  Feusier  v.  Smith,  3 
Nev.  120;  Marshall  v.  GHdley,  46  IIL  247 ;  Stange  v.  WiUon,  17  Mich.  342; 
McMicken  v.  Comm.,  8  P.  F.  Smith  213 ;  Annapolis  v.  Harwood,  32  Md.  471 ; 
Sdby  v.  Friedland,  22  La.  Ann.  381 ;  CooA:  y.  Shearman,  103  Mass.  21 ;  Perkins 
v.  Foun^.  82  Mass.  389 :  Cocke  v.  Bat7cy,  42  Mies.  81 ;  Kirk  v.  Hariman,  13  P. 
F.  Smith  97 ;  Robinson  v.  McNeUl,  51  111;  225 ;  Wimple  v.  £nop/,  15  Minn. 
440 ;  McGuire  v.  Stevens,  42  Miss.  724  ;  Sattyer  y.  Foreetf,  44  Ga.  662 ;  Burs  y. 
5ur*,  22  Mich.  42 ;  Proctor  v.  Gilson,  49  N.  H.  62 ;  Kerr  y.  Kaykendall,  44 
Miss.  137.  A  written  instrument  may  be  contradicted  by  the  party  making  it, 
when  offered  in  evidence  in  a  suit  to  which  a  stranger  to  the  instrument  is  a 
party:  Venahle  v.  Thompson,  11  Ala.  147;  Hughes  v.  Sandal,  25  Tex.  162. 
Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  a  conveyance  absolute  on  its  face  was 
in  fact  a  mortgage :  Gilchrist  v.  Cunningham,  8  Wend.  641 ;  Hayworth  v. 
Worthington,  5  Blackf.  361 ;  Swart  v.  Service,  21  Wend.  36  ;  Brainerd  v.  Brai- 
nerd,  15  Conn.  575 ;  Bishop  v.  Bishop,  14  Ala.  475 ;  Babcock  v.  Wyman,  19 
How.  (U.  S.)  289 ;  Royar  v.  Walker,  1  Wis.  527 ;  Hazard  v.  Loring,  10  Cush. 
267  ;  Collins  v.  TUlon,  26  Conn.  368 ;  Couch  v.  Sutton,  1  Grant  114 ;  Pattison  v. 
Home,  Ibid.  301 ;  Hopkins  v.  FTart*,  27  Ga.  490 ;  fibm*  v.  Fuchett,  22  Tex.  201 ; 
Fierce  v.  Robinson,  13  Gal.  116;  Jones  v.  Jones,  1  Head  105;  Emerson  v. 
Atwater,  7  Mich.  12;  Cor&tY  v.  Smith,  7  Clarke  60;  Howard  v.  Oe^e^Z,  1  Allen 
85 ;  People  v.  i^rwm,  14  Cal.  428 ;  Tillson  v.  Moulton,  23  111.  648  ;  Plato  v.  i2o«, 
14  Wis.  453  ;  Roberts  v.  MMahan,  4  Green  34 ;  Cunningham  y.  Hawkins,  27 
Cal.  603 ;  iVe»cA6aA:er  v.  Feaman,  32  111.  475 ;  CVwwii^  v.  Tichenor,  4  Green  43 ; 
Crane  v.  ^ucAanan,  29  Ind.  570 ;  Key  v.  McCleary,  25  Iowa  191 ;  Phoenix  v. 
Gardner,  13  Minn.  430;  Bingham  v.  Thompson,  4  Nev.  224;  GVor^  v.  Rentch, 
26  Md.  367  ;  Jackson  v.  lx>J^e,  36  Cal.  28  ;  G^een  v.  ^oZ/,  4  Bush  586  ;  Carlyon 
v.  Lannan,  4  Nev.  156;  Harper  v.  ii?o««,  10  Allen  332;  iVini'ton  v.  Fay,  Ibid. 
505  ;  J9ra^^  v.  Massie's  Adm.,  38  Ala.  89 ;  Mann's  Ex,  v.  Falcon,  25  Tex.  271 ; 
George  v.  iVbrrw,  23  Ark.  121 ;  Reigard  v.  McNeU,  38  111.  400 ;  (7oy  y.  Hamih 
ten,  33  Cal.  686 ;  Anthony  v.  ^^Hn^on,  2  Sweeny  228.  Contra  at  law :  Hale  v. 
Jewell,  7  Greenl.  435 ;  JJo^eZ  v.  Lindell,  10  Mo.  483 ;  Montag  v.  iSocA;,  Ibid.  506 ; 
Cook  v.  Eaton,  16  Barb.  439.  A  resulting  trust  may  be  sliown  by  parol :  Jack- 
son v.  Mills,  13  Johns.  463 ;  Scoby  v.  Blanchard,  3  N.  H.  170 ;  Boyd  v.  McLean, 
1  Johns.  Ch.  582 ;  Andrews  v.  /ohm,  10  Ala.  460 ;  MorraU  v.  Waterson,  7  Kans. 
199  ;  King  v.  i?ucA:man,  21  N.  J.,  Eq.  599. 
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pact  of  private  parties,  to  be  the  appropriate  memorial  of  the  par- 
ticular facts  which  it  recites ;  for  bj  doing  eo,  oral  testimony  would 
be  admitted  in  usurpation  of  a  species  of  evidence  decidedly  superior 
in  degree. 

But  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  defeai^  a  written  instrument, 
on  the  ground  of  fraud,  mistake,  &;c.,  or  to  apply  it  to  its  proper 
subject-matter,*  or  to  explain  the  *meaning  of  foreign,  local 
^  *^  -'  or  technical  or  family  terms,'  or  to  rebut  presumption  aris- 
ing intrinsically.  In  these  cases  the  parol  evidence  does  not  usurp 
the  place  or  arrogate  the  authority  of  written  evidence,  but  either 
shows  that  the  instrument  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  operate  at  ally 
or  is  essential  in  order  to  give  to  the  instrument  its  legal  effect. 

The  extent  to  which  this  principle  operates,  and  the  rules  deda- 
cible  from  it,  will  be  exhibited  in  the  clearest  point  of  view  by  refer- 
ence to  the  different  purposes  for  which  parol  testimony  can  be  offered 
in  relation  to  written  instruments.  Parol  evidence,  in  general,  may 
be  offered  for  three  purposes  in  relation  to  written  evidence :  Fir%ty 
in  OPPOSITION  to  written  evidence,  where  it  is  offered  with  a  view  to 
supersede  the  use  of  written  evidence,  and  to  supply  its  place,  or  to 
contradict  it,  or  to  vary  its  effect,  or  wholly  to  svivert  such  evidence, 
by  showing  that  it  has  no  legal  existence,  or  no  legal  operation  in  the 
particular  case  ;*  or  secondly^  it  is  offered  in  aid  of  written  evidence, 
in  order  either  to  establish  a  particular  document,  or  to  apply  it  to 
its  proper  subject-matter,  or  to  explain  it,  or  to  rebut  some  presump- 
tion which  affects  it,  or  as  secondary  evidence,  where  the  original  is 
unattainable;'  or  thirdly^  it  is  used  as  original  and  independent 
evidence  to  prove  a  particular  fact,  without  regard  to  written  evi- 
dence of  the  fact,  not  being  excluded  by  any  rule  of  law.' 

I.  In  opposition  to  written  evidence, — In  the  first  place,  parol  evi- 
dence is  never  admissible  to  supersede  the  use  of  written  evidence, 
where  written  proof  is  required  by  law. 

Where  the  law,  for  reasons  of  policy,  requires  written  evidence, 
to  admit  oral  testimony  in  its  place  would  be  to  subvert  the  rule 
itself.  The  same  observation  applies  where  the  law  prescribes  a 
certain  form  of  written  evidence ;  *to  allow  a  defect  in  the 
L  J  instrument  to  be  supplied  by  oral  evidence,  would  be  pro 
tantOj  to  dispense  with  the  law.  Hence,  in  general,  where  the  law 
requires  a  formal  written  document,^  if  the  document  offered  in  evi- 

*  Infroy  p.  671,  ei  seq,  •  Infra j  p.  679. 

*  Infra,  p.  701,  et  seq.  •  Injra,  p.  671. 

'  Supra,  pp.  543,  568.  *  Infra,  p.  716,  et  seq. 

^  See  tit.  Statute  or  Frauds,  post,  Vol.  II. 
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dence  be  defective^  so  that  it  cannot  operate  without  collateral  aid, 
the  defect  cannot  be  supplied  by  oral  testimony.  Thus,  if  in  a  will 
the  name  of  the  intended  devisee  or  legatee  be  omitted,  or  a  blank  be 
left  for  the  description  of  the  estate,  or  amount  of  the  legacy,  these 
omissions  cannot  be  supplied  by  oral  testimony  as  to  the  real  inten- 
tion of  the  testator.*  And,  although  diiferent  writings  may,  by  in- 
ternal inference,  be  connected  together  so  as  to  constitute  one  entire 
instrument  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  yet  they  cannot  be  con- 
nected by  mere  oral  testimony,^  neither  can  any  defect  in  the  writing 
be  supplied  by  oral  evidence.^ 

*In  cases  where  a  written  document  is  not  absolutely  essen- 
tial, in  point  of  law,  to  give  a  legal  operation  to  that  which  ^        ^ 
is  to  be  proved,  as  it  is  in  cia.ses  under  the  Statutes  of  Frauds  and  of 
Wills,  yet  if  there  be  a  written  memorial  constituted,  parol  evidence 
cannot,  in  general,  be  substituted."^    The  examination  of  a  prisoner 

'  Baylis  y.  Attorney- General^  B.  k  P.  298:  2  Atk.  240,  s.  c. ;   WboUam  y. 
Hearuj  7  Ves.  211.    Where  the  teBtatriz  made  a  dispositioii  in  favor  of  Lady 

,  and  the  will  contained  other  proyisions  in  fayor  of  Lady  Hort,  and  she  was 

appointed  a  trustee  in  the  will  by  the  name  of  Dame  Hort,  Lord  Thurlow  held 
that  the  hlank  could  not  be  supplied  by  parol  evidence :  Hunt  v.  Hort,  3  Bro. 
C.  0.  311.    In  Abbott  v.  Massie,  3  Yes.  148,  where  a  legacy  was  given  to  Mrs. 

G ,  Lord  Loughborough  referred  it  to  the  master  to  ascertain  who  Mrs.  G. 

was,  who  was  there  described  by  initial  letter  only.  But  see  Sir  D.  Evans* 
observations  upon  this  case,  in  his  edition  of  Pothier,  vol.  ii.  p.  204.  Where 
a  blank  was  left  for  the  Christian  name,  parol  evidence  was  admitted  to  show 
who  was  intended :  Price  v.  Page^  4  Ves.  680 ;  but  see  Doe  v.  Hiscocks^  pott, 
p.  681. 

*  BoydelZ  y.  Drummond,  1 1  East  142  j  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Statutb  op  Frauds. 

*  Ibid.  So  an  agreement,  referring  to  such  parts  of  another  instrument  as  had 
been  read  by  one  party  to  another,  is  not  sufficient  within  the  statute,  because  it 
is  imperfect  without  parol  evidence ;  but  an  instrument  which  is  conformable  to 
the  statute  may  by  reference  include  the  contents  of  another  which  is  not  so : 
Brodie  v.  St,  Paul,  1  Ves.  jun.  326  *,  but  see  Clayton  v.  Lord  Nugent,  13  M.  & 
W.  200.  Although  parol  evidence  be  not  admissible  to  aid  an  imperfect  instru- 
ment :  Halliley  y.  Nicholson,  1  Price  404 ;  yet  where  a  question  arises,  as  to 
which  an  instrument  is  admissible  but  not  decisive  evidencCi  such  parol  evidence 
is  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  proving  an  independent  fact  which  is  explanatory 
of  it :  R.  y.  Laindon,  8  T.  R.  397 ;  R.  v.  Billinghay,  6  Ad.  &  E.  (31  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
676;  R,  y.  Stoke-^pon-Trent,  5  Q.  B.  (48  £.  G.  L.  R.)  308 ;  as,  that  there  was 
another  consideration  for  the  contract  than  the  one  stated  in  it:  R.  v.  Nortkwing- 
field,  1  B.  &  Ad.  (20  E.  G.  L.  R.)  912  ;  or  that  the  money  paid  on  apprenticeship 
was  parish  money,  and  consequently  that  no  stamp  was  required  :  R.  v.  Llan- 
gunnor,  2  B.  &  Ad.  (22  £.  G.  L.  R.)  616;  R.  v.  CheadU,  3  B.  &  Ad.  (23  E.  G. 
L.  R.)  833. 

^  Supra,  tit.  BesT  EyiDBNCS.    The  appellants  having  proved  that  the  pauper 
occupied  a  tenement  of  XIO  per  annum,  and  paid  rent  and  taxes  for  it,  the  re- 
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before  a  magistrate  upon  a  charge  of  felonj  cannot  be  proved  by 
parol,  unless  it  has  been  expressly  shown  that  the  examination  was 
not  taken,  as  the  statute  requires,  in  writing.*^ 

The  same  principle  applies  where  private  parties  have  by  mutual 
compact  constituted  a  written  document  the  witness  of  their  admis- 
sions and  intentions.^ 

To  admit  oral  evidence  as  a  substitute  for  instruments,  to  which, 
by  reason  of  their  superior  authority  and  permanent  qualities,  an 
exclusive  authority  is  given  by  the  parties,  would  be  to  substitute 
the  inferior  for  the  superior  degree  of  evidence ;  conjecture  for  fact, 
and  presumption  for  the  highest  degree  of  legal  authority;  loose 
recollection,  and  uncertainty  of  memory,  for  the  most  sure  and  faith- 
ful memorials  which  human  ingenuity  can  devise,  or  the  law  adopt — 
to  introduce  a  dangerous  laxity  and  uncertainty  as  to  all  titles  to 
property,  which,  instead  of  depending  on  certain  fixed  and 
^  -^  unalterable  memorials,  would  thus  '''be  made  to  depend  upon 
the  frail  memories  of  witnesses,  and  be  perpetually  liable  to  be  im- 
peached by  fraudulent  and  corrupt  practices. "* 

As  oral  evidence  is  inadmissible  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  an 

spondents  attempted  to  prove  by  parol  that  the  letting  was  to  the  pauper  and 
two  others ;  on  cross-examination  it  appeared  that  the  letting  was  by  a 
written  instrument;  held,  that  it  was  necessary  to  produce  it:  S»  v.  Bow- 
den,  8  B.  &.  C.  (15  £.  C.  L.  R.)  708 ;  Fenn  v.  Griffith,  6  Bing.  (19  £.  C.  L.  R.) 
533. 

^  Vol.  II.;  tit.  Admission  ;  see  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  18. 

•  Haynes  v.  Hare,  1  H.  B.  659 ;  Buckler  v.  Millerd,  2  Vent.  107  ;  Clfftan  v. 
Wcdmesley,  5  T.  R.  564 ;  Tinney  v.  Tinney,  3  Atk.  8 ;  1  Wils.  34,  s.  c. ;  Meaae  v. 
Mease,  Cowp.  47.  It  would  be  inconvenient,  observes  Lord  Coke  (see  Countess 
of  Butland^s  ease,  5  Rep.  26),  that  matters  in  writing,  made  by  advice  and  on 
consideration,  and  which  finally  imports  the  certain  truth  of  the  agreement  of 
the  parties,  should  be  controlled  by  an  averment  of  parties,  to  be  proved  by  the 
uncertain  testimony  of  slippery  memory ;  and  it  would  be  dangerous  to  pur- 
chasers and  all  others  in  such  oases,  if  such  rude  averments  against  matter  in 
writing  should  be  admitted. 

'  When  A,  verbally  accepts  the  written  proposals  of  ^.,  the  contract  is  not  in 
writing,  and  parol  evidence  is  admissible  as  to  its  terms :  Pacific  Works  v.  New- 
hall,  34  Conn.  67  ;  Cobb  v.  Wallace,  5  Cald.  539.  There  is  no  presumption  of 
law  that  a  drop-letter  was  deposited  in  the  post-office  on  the  day  of  the  date  of 
its  post-mark :  Shelbume  FaUs  Bank  v.  Tovmsley,  102  Mass.  177.  As  to  proof 
of  sending  letters  by  mail,  see  Phillips  v.  Scott,  43  Mo.  86.  Whether  contracts 
by  telegram  are  to  be  con'bidered  as  written  contracts,  see  Beach  v.  Eariian  B. 
B.  Co,,  37  N.  Y.  457.  The  fact  of  a  telegram  transmitted  does  not  prove  the 
presence  of  the  sender  at  the  place  at  the  time :  Hawley  v.  Whipple,  48  N.  H. 
487. 
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omission  in  an  instrument  irhere  written  evidence  is  required  by 
law  :  so  it  is  inadmissible  to  give  any  effect  to  a  written  instrument 
which  is  void  in  law  for  inconsistency,  repugnancy,  or  ambiguity  in 
its  terms ;  for  if  a  meaning  could  be  assigned,  by  the  aid  of  extrinsic 
evidence,  to  that  which  was  apparently  destitute  of  meaning,  or  if 
the  same  instrument  could  be  made  to  operate  in  different  ways, 
according  to  the  weight  of  oral  evidence,  it  is  plain  that  the  effect 
would  depend,  not  upon  the  instrument,  but  upon  the  force  of  the 
oral  evidence,  and  thus  the  latter  would  virtually  be  substituted  for 
the  former. 

An  important  distinction  has  already  been  adverted  to  between 
ambiguities  which  are  apparent  or  patent  on  the  face  of  an  instru- 
ment, and  those  which  arise  in  the  application  of  an  instrument  of 
clear  and  definite  ifieaning  to  a  doubtful  subject-matter.  An  ambiguity, 
apparent  on  reading  an  instrument,  is  termed  ambiguitas  patens; 
that  which  arises  merely  upon  its  application,  ambiguitas  latens.  The 
general  rule  of  law  is,  that  the  latter  species  of  ambiguity  may  be 
removed  by  means  of  parol  evidence,  the  maxim  being,  "  Ambiguitas  • 
verborum  latens  verificatione  suppletur :  nam  quod  ex  facto  oritur 
ambiguum  verificatione  facti  tollitur.**^  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  a 
settled  rule  that  *such  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  explain 
an  ambiguity  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  instrument.''  ^  L         -« 

By  patent  ambiguity  must  be  understood  an  ambiguity  inherent 
.in  the  words,  and  incapable  of  being  dispelled  either  by  any  legal 
rules  of  construction  applied  to  the  instrument  itself,  or  by  evidence 
showing  that  terms  in  themselves  unmeaning  or  unintelligible,  are 
incapable  of  receiving  a  known  conventional  meaning.  The  great 
principle  on  which  the  rule  is  founded  is,  that  the  intention  of  parties 
should  be  construed,  not  by  vague  evidence  of  their  intentions,  inde- 
pendently of  the  expressions  which  they  have  thought  fit  to  use,  but 
by  the  expressions  themselves.  Now  those  expressions  which  are  in- 
capable of  any  legal  construction  and  interpretation'  by  the  rules  of 
art,  are  either  so  because  they  are  in  themselves  unintelligible,  or 

^  See  Lord  Bacon^s  Elements  of  the  Common  Law,  Regula,  23. 
^  Ambiguitas  patens  is  never  holden  bj  averments :  Ibid. 
'  It  LB  a  general  rule  that  a  patent  ambiguity  is  always,  if  possible,  to  be  re- 
moved by  construction  and  not  by  averment:  Colpoya  v.  ColpoySy  1  Jac.  451. 


^  Except  in  matters  of  science  and  skill,  and  some' other  special  cases  resting 
on  peculiar  circumstances,  a  witness  cannot  be  allowed  to  testify  to  the  meaning 
of  a  word  or  term  used  in  a  contract :  Mobile  Marine  Dock  and  Ins,  Co.  y. 
JVeJVtZton,  31  Ala.  711. 
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because,  being  intelligible,  they  exhibit  a  plain  and  obvious  un- 
certainty.' In  the  first  instance,  the  case  admits  of  two  varieties : 
the  terms,  though  at  first  sight  unintelligible,  may  yet  be  capable  of 
having  a  meaning  annexed  to  them  by  extrinsic  evidence,  just  as  if 
they  were  written  in  a  foreign  language/  as  when  mercantile  terms" 
are  used,  which  amongst  mercantile  men  bear  a  distinct  and  definite 
meaning,  although  others  do  not  comprehend  them  ;*  *the 
^  -^  term  used  may,  on  the  other  hand,  be  capable  of  no  distinct 
and  definite  interpretation.  Now  it  is  evident,  that  to  give  effect  to 
an  instrument,  the  terms  of  which,  though  apparently  ambiguous,  are 
yet  capable  of  having  a  distinct  and  definite  meaning  annexed  to 
them,  is  no  violation  of  the  general  principle,  for  in  such  a  case  effect 
is  given,  not  to  any  loose  conjecture  as  to  the  intent  and  meaning  of 
the  party,  but  to  the  expressed  meaning;  and  that,  on  the  other  hand, 
Mrhere  either  the  terms  used  are  incapable  of  any  certain  or  definite 
meaning,  or  being  in  themselves  intelligible  exhibit  a  plain  and  obvi- 
ous uncertainty,  and  are  equally  capable  of  different  application,  to 
give  an  effect  to  them  by  extrinsic  evidence  as  to  the  intention  of  the 
party,  would  be  to  make  the  supposed  intention  operate  independ- 
ently of  any  definite  expression  of  such  intention.  By  patent  ambi- 
guity, therefore,  must  be  understood  an  inherent  ambiguity,  which 
cannot  be  removed  either  by  the  ordinary  rules  of  legal  construction, 

"  As,  where  an  estate  is  left  by  will  to  one  of  the  three  sons  of  /.  S.,  without 
specifying  which. 

*•  And  see,  where  expression  grammatically  ambiguous  may  be  explained,  |7o«^, 
p.  709. 

"  Robertson  v.  Jackson^  2  C.  B.  (52  E.  C.  L.  R.)  412 ;  Lewis  v.  Marshall,  7  M. 
&  G.  (49  E.  C.  L.  R.)  729 ;  Drummond  v.  Attorney- General,  2  H.  of  L.  C.  837  j 
Bold  v.  Earner,  1  M.  &  W.  343 ;  Spicer  v.  Cooper,  1  Q.  B.  (41  E.  C.  L.  R.)  424 ; 
Clayton  v.  Cregson,  5  A.  &  E.  (31  £.  C.  L.  R.)  302;  Simpson  y.  Margitson,  11 
Q.  B.  (63  E.  C.  L.  R.)  23 ;  and  see  other  cases,  post,  pp.  701,  705. 

'  Thus  where  a  creditor  agreed  with  others  to  watch  a  commission  of  bank- 
rupt, supposed  to  be  fraudulent,  '^  and  to  contribute  in  the  usual  way,''  parol 
evidence  was  admitted  to  show  that  by  that  expression  it  was  meant  that  each 
creditor  should  contribute  in  proportion  to  his  claim  against  the  bankrupt,  with- 
out mutual  responsibility  :  Taylor  y,  Cohen,  4  Bing.  (13  E.  C.  L.  R.)  53.  So,  in 
the  case  of  a  will,  where  its  characters  are  difficult  to  be  deciphered,  or  ita 
language  is  unintelligible  to  an  ordinary  reader,  the  testimony  of  persons 
skilled  in  deciphering  writing,  or  who  understand  the  language,  is  admissible 
for  the  purpose  of  explanation :  Goblet  v.  Beechey,  3  Sim.  lI4 ;  Masters  v.  Masters, 
1  P.  Wms.  421 ;  Norman  v.  Morrell,  4  Yes.  769.  So,  if  the  testator  express  him- 
self in  terms  peculiar  to  a  particular  trade  or  calling :  Smith  v.  Wilson,  3  B.  & 
Ad.  (23  E.  C.  L.  R.)  728 ;  Richardson  v.  Watson,  3  B.  A;  Ad.  (23  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
787  j  Attorney- GenertU  v.  Plate  Glass  Company,  1  Anst.  39. 
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or  by  the  application  of  extrinsic  and  explanatory  evidence,  showing 
that  expressions  primd  facie  unintelligible  are  yet  capable  of  convey- 
ing a  certain  and  definite  meaning. 

According  to  these  principles,  parol  evidence  is  never  admissible 
to  explain  an  ambiguity  which  is  not  raised  by  extrinsic  facts/ 
Thus,  upon  a  devise  to  one  of  the  sons  of  J.  S,^  who  has  several, 
evidence  is  not  admissible  to  *show  that  one  in  particular  r4ef*e;:-| 
was  meant ;'  and  the  devise  is  void  for  uncertainty.*  ^ 

^  Doe  y.  Wesilakef  4  B.  &  Aid.  (6  £.  C.  L.  R.)  57 ;  Sanderson  v.  Piper,  5  Bin^. 
N.  C.  (35  E.  C.  L.  R.)  425. 

■  2  Vern.  624,  625 ;  Lord  Cheyney^s  case,  5  Co.  68,  g.  t>. ;  Harris  v.  Bishop  of 
Lincoln,  2  P.  Wins.  137,  infra.  In  Harris  v.  Bishop  of  Lincoln,  2  P.  Wms.  135, 
where  a  man  limited  his  estate  by  will  to  his  own  right  heirs  by  his  mother's 
side.  Lord  Maoclesfield  held  that  he  might  mean  either  the  heir  of  his  mother's 
father,  or  of  his  mother's  mother,  and  admitted  parol  evidence  to  prove  which  he 
meant.    Bat  see  Doe  v.  Hiscocks,  5  M.  &  W.  3G3. 

•  Ibid. 

'  Latent  ambiguity  may  be  explained  by  parol  evidence :  Wilson  v.  Robertson, 
7  J.  J.  Marsh.  78  ;  Crawford  v.  Jarrett,  2  Leigh.  630 ;  Peisch  v.  Dixon,  1  Mason 
9  ;  Bank  of  United  States  v.  Dana,  6  Pet.  51 ;  Waterman  v.  Johnson,  13  Pick. 
261 ;  Patrick  v.  Grant,  2  Shepl.  233 ;  Doe  v.  Jackson,  1  S.  &  M.  494 ;  Paysant 
v.  Ware,  1  Ala.  160;  Brainerd  v.  Cowdry,  16  Cowen  270;  Harris  v.  Doe,  A 
Blackf.  369  ;  Ward  v.  Espy,  6  Humph.  447 ;  HaU  v.  Davis,  36  N.  H.  569 ;  Old 
Colony  Railroad  Co,  v.  Evans,  6  Gray  25 ;  Terpenning  v.  Skinner,  30  Barb. 
373;  Jackson  V,  Payne,  2  Meto.  (Ky.)  567;  Broton  v.  J5roim,  43  N.  H.  17. 
Junior  forms  no  part  of  a  man's  name,  and  where  there  are  two  persons  of  the 
same  name,  evidence  by  parol  is  admissible  to  show  which  one  was  intended  in 
a  given  case :  State  v.  Weare,  38  N.  H.  314.  A  patent  ambiguity  cannot  be  ex- 
plained :  Webster  v.  Atkinson,  4  N.  H.  21 ;  Davis  v.  Davis,  8  Mo.  56 ;  Richmond 
Trading  Co.  v.  Farquar,  8  Blackf.  89 ;  Hyatt  v.  Pugsley,  23  Barb.  285 ;  Panton 
V.  TefTt,  22  111.  366;  McNair  v.  Toles,  5  Minn.  435.  The  rule  of  Lord  Bacon 
that  *'  ambiguitas  patens,  is  never  holpen  by  averment"  is  subject  to  qualifica- 
tion, and  parol  evidence  may  be  admissible  to  explain  a  written  agreement : 
Fish  V.  Bubbard,  21  Wend.  651.  Where  a  word  is  abbreviated  in  a  writing, 
proof  may  be  heard  to  show  its  meaning  or  what  particular  word  it  was  in- 
tended to  abbreviate  :  Hite  v.  State,  9  Yerg,  357.  For  other  cases  as  to  patent 
and  latent  ambiguity  ;  see  Bell  v.  Woodward,  46  N.  H.  315  ;  Hardy  v.  Matthews, 
38  Mo.  121 ;  Myers  v.  Eddy,  47  Barb.  263 ;  Best  v.  Hammond,  5  P.  F.  Smith 
409  J  Kineaid  v.  Lowe,  1  Phill.  (Eq.)  41 ;  Crawford  v.  Brady,  35  Ga.  184 ;  Wil- 
Hams  V.  Waters,  36  Ibid.  454;  Shultze  v.  Baily,  40  Mo.  69;  Master  v.  IVeeman, 
17  Ohio  St.  323  ;  Wren  v.  Fargo,  2  Oreg.  19 ;  Henderson  v.  Owen,  54  Me.  372  ; 
Midlothian  Co.  v.  Fenney,  18  Gratt.  304 ;  Methoff  v.  Byrne,  20  La.  Ann.  363; 
Piper  V.  True,  36  Cal.  606;  Gvy  v.  Barnes,  29  Md.  103  ;  Clark  v.  Powers,  45 
111.  283 ;  Donnelly  v.  Simonton,  13  Minn.  301 ;  Campbell  v.  Johnson,  44  Mo.  247  ; 
Suffem  V.  Butler,  21  N.  J.  (Eq.)  410;  De  Wolf  v.  Crandall,  1  Sweehey  566  . 
Block  V.  Columbian  Ins.  Co.,  42  N.  Y.  393.  Howlett  v.  Howlett,  56  Barb.  467 
39 
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As  oral  evidence  is  inadmissible,  either  as  a  substitute  for  a  written 
instrument  required  by  law,  or  to  give  effect  and  operation  to  such 
an  instrument  where  it  is  defective,  it  follows  d  fortiori  that  it  is 
not  admissible  to  contradict,  or  even  to  vary,  any  instrument  to 
which  an  exclusive  operation  is  given  by  law,  whether  that  exclu- 
sive quality  result  from  a  positive  rule  of  law,**  or  from  private  com- 
pact. 

Where  the  terms  of  an  agreement  are  reduced  to  writing,  the 
document  itself,  being  constituted  by  the  parties  as  the  expositor  of 
their  intentions,  is  the  only  instrument  of  evidence  in  respect  of  that 
agreement,  which  the  law  will  recognize  so  long  as  it  exists,  for  the 
purposes  of   evidence/      If   the  parties   have   contracted  by  deed, 

^  E,  g.,  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds ;  Marshall  v.  14/nny  6  M.  &  W.  109. 

Tre8ton  v.  Merceau,  12  Bl.  R.  1249;  Hodges  v.  Drakeford,  1  N.  R.  270; 
Pym  V.  Blackburn^  3  Yes.  34.  It  is  a  general  rule,  that  where  an  agreement  has 
been  reduced  to  writing,  evidence  of  oral  declarations,  though  made  at  the  same 
time,  shall  not  be  admitted  to  contradict  or  to  alter  it ;  and  see,  per  Lord  Denman, 
G.  J.,  G088  V.  Lord  Ntigent,  5  B.  &  Ad.  (27  E.  0.  L.  R.)  64.  A  written  agree- 
ment, however,  where  it  is  not  under  seal,  may  be  altered  by  the  addition  of  new 
terms  by  an  oral  agreement*  which,  in  fact,  constitutes  a  new  agreement,  incor- 
porating the  former  one ;  or,  as  has  been  seen,  such  an  agreement  may  be  wholly 
discharged  by  parol,  before  any  breach  has  occurred :  Lord  Milton  v.  Edgworth^ 
5  Bro.  P.  C.  313.  In  such  cases  it  is  obvious  that  the  evidence  is  adduced,  not 
to  vary  the  terms  of  an  existing  original  agreement,  but  to  show  that  it  has  been 
superseded  or  discharged.  And,  in  Bywater  v.  Richardson,  1  Ad.  &  E.  (28  £. 
C.  L.  R.)  508,  it  was  held  that  a  written  warranty  of  the  soundness  of  a  horse 
might  be  limited  to  twenty-four  hours,  by  rules  painted  on  a  board  at  the  place 
of  sale ;  and  see  Smart  v.  Hyde,  8  M.  &  W.  723 ;  Jeffrey  v.  Walton^  I  Stark.  C. 
(2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  267.  What  took  place  in  court  previous  to  a  rule  being  made  is 
inadmissible,  the  court  can  only  look  to  the  rule  itself:  Edwards  v.  Cooper^  3 
C.  &  P.  (14  E.  G.  L.  R.)  277.  The  auctioneer's  declarations,  where  there  are 
printed  conditions  which  are  signed,  are  inadmissible :  Gunnis  v.  Erhart,  1  H. 
B.  289 ;  PowU  V.  Edmonds,  12  East  6.  So,  in  Shelton  y.  Livius,  2  G.  &  J.  411, 
where  the  auctioneer  signed  a  memorandum  referring  to  the  particulars  of  sale. 
But  where  the  particulars  are  not  signed,  or  are  not  referred  to  in  the  contract, 
the  auctioneer's  declaration  that  some  of  the  articles  in  the  catalogue  are  differ- 
ent from  their  description  therein,  is  admissible :  Edeny.  Blake^  13  M.  k  W. 614, 
post.  In  an  action  for  work  and  labor,  in  building,  it  appeared  that  there  was 
an  agreement  in  writing  relating  to  the  claim,  and  the  plaintiff  was  not  allowed 
to  proceed  without  producing  it,  nor  even  to  recover  for  items  as  extras,  as  the 


Arthur  V.  Roberts,  60  Ibid.  580.  If  there  is  any  uncertainty  as  to  the  meaning 
of  the  language  used  in  a  written  contract  parol  evidence  is  admissible  ta  explain 
it:  Lancey  y.  Phoenix  Ins,  Co,,  56  Me.  562;  Stoops  v.  Smith,  100  Mass.  63; 
Durham  v.  Gill,  48  111.  151  :  Richmond  R.  R.  Co,  v.  Snead,  19  Gratt.  3.V} ;  Hat- 
stead  V.  Meeker^ s  ExWs,  3  Green  136. 
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as  the  '^'obligation  under  seal  imports  greater  deliberation 
and  more  solemnity  than  a  mere  written  agreement  which  is 
not  UDder  seal,  no  evidence,  whether  oral  or  written,  *which 
is  not  nnder  seal,  can  be  admitted  to  contradict  or  to 
vary  it.* 

agreement  was  the  proper  evidence  to  show  what  the  extras  were ;  Vincent  v. 
Cohy  M.  &  M.  (22  B.  C.  L.  R.)  257  ;  Jones  v^  Howell,  4  Dowl.  176  ;  Bvxton  v. 
Cornish,  12  M.  &  W.  426»  Where,  in  an  action  for  use  and  occupation ,  it  ap- 
peared, upon  cross-examination  of  the  plaintiff  ^s  witness,  that  there  was  an  agree- 
ment in- writing,  which  could  not  be  produced,  not  having  been  stamped,  the 
plaintiff  was  non-suited :  Brewer  v.  Palmer,  3  £sp.  213;  R.  v.  Rawden ;  Fenn  v. 
Griffith,  supra,  note  (m).  The  rule  does  not  apply  where  a  mere  memorandum 
has  been  made  in  writing  preparatory  to  an  agreement,  but  has  not  been  signed 
as  such :  Doe  v.  Cartwright,  3  B.  &  Aid.  (5  £.  C.  L.  R.)  326;  nor  where  a  docu- 
ment containing  the  terms  of  holding  has  been  read  over  to  a  tenant,  who  does 
not  sign,  but  acquiesces  and  holds  under  them  :  Lord  Bolton  v.  Tomlin,  5  A.  & 
E.  (31  E.  C.  L.  R.)  856 ;  Treewhitt  v.  Lambert,  10  A.  &  E.  (37  E.  C.  L.  R.)  470 ; 
nor  where  the  terms  of  a  statute-hiring  were  supposed  to  have  been  put  down  at 
the  time  by  the  chief  constable*s  clerk,  but  the  parties  did  not  sign  (or,  as  far  as 
appeared  read)  the  writing :  R.  v.  Inhabitants  of  Wrangle,  2  A.  &  E.  (29  E.  G. 
L.  R.)  514 ;  nor  where  the  terms  of  a  verbal  contract  of  sale  are  afterwards  put 
into  writing  by  the  vendor  or  his  agent,  as  a  memorandum  of  the  transaction  to 
assist  his  recollection,  but  are  not  signed  by  the  vendee:  Allen  v.  Pink,  4  M.  & 
W.  140 ;  Dalison  v.  Stark,  4  Esp.  163  ;  nor  where  the  writing  does  not  contain 
all  the  terms  of  the  agreement:  Locketi  v.  Nicklin,  2  Ex.  93. 

*  Lainson  v.  Tremere,  1  A.  &  E.  (28  E.  C.  L.  R.)  792  ;  West  v.  Blakewat/,  9  D. 
P.  C.  846.  A  particular  of  sale,  or  agreement  for  the  purchase,  is  not  admissi-' 
ble  to  show  what  was  cbnveyed  by  the  deed  of  conveyance  :  Doe  v.  Webstei^,  12 
A.  &  E.  (40  E.  C.  L.  R.)  442 ;  Williams  v.  Morgan,  15  Q.  B.  (69  E.*  C.  L.  R.) 
782.  And  where  a  subsequent  parol  agreement  is  inconsistent  with  a  deed,  it 
cannot  be  set  up  against  the  deed :  Leslie  v.  De  la  Torre,  cited  12  East  583,  post, 
p.  661.  Where  a  deed  stated  the  purchase-money  of  land  to  have  been  paid, 
evidence  is  inadmissible  of  an  agreement  that  part  should  be  satietfied  by  work 
to  be  done  by  the  purchaser,  and  that  the  money  had  not  been  paid  :  Baker  v. 
Dewey,  1  B.  &  C.  (8  E.  C;  L.  R.)  704 ;  Baker  v.  Heard,  5  Ex.  959.  Where 
parties  contract  by  deed,  assumpsit  will  not  lie ;  for  where  a  man  resorts  to  a 
higher  security  the  law  will  not  raise  an  assumpsit :  Toussaint  v.  Martinnant,  2 
T.  R.  100  ;  as,  where  a  surety  takes  a  bond  from  his  principal :  Ibid.  So,  where  a 
lessor  assigns  his  lease  by  the  words  "  grant  and  assign,"  but  without  any  ex- 
press covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment,  and  the  assignee  is  distrained  upon  for  rent 
due  before  the  assignment,  he  cannot  sue  the  assignor  in  assumpsit  for  money 
paid  because  of  the  covenant  contained  in  the  word  **  grant :"  Baber  v.  Harris, 
9  A.  &  E.  (39  E.  C.  L.  R.)  533 ;  but  ^e  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106,  s.  4 ;  and  a  simple 
contract  debt  is  merged  in  a  bond  given  for  it:  Price  v.  Moulton,  20  L.  J.,  0.  P. 
102.  So,  a  plaintiff  cannot  recover  in  indebitatus  assumpsit  upon  an  executed 
consideration,  where  the  contract  was  by  deed  :  Alty  v.  Parish,  1  N.  K.  104;  see 
Pardoe  v.  Price,  16  M.  &  W.  451.  But  an  action  of  assumpsit  may  be  main- 
tained upon  an  agreement  subsequent  to  the  making  of  a  deed  of  charter- 
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Where  the  issue  was  on  the  plea  of  plene  adminisiravity  evidence 
that  the  defendant  upon  executing  a  bond  of  submission  to  arbitra- 
tion, had  agreed  to  pay  what  should  be  awarded  to  be  due,  was  re- 
r*6581  J®^^®^'  ^®  being  either  *contradictory  of,  or  in  addition  to 
the  agreement  in  the  bond.*  So,  oral  evidence  is  not  admis- 
sible to  show  that  a  bond,  conditioned  for  the  payment  of  money  to 
the  wife  in  case  she  survived,  was  intended  in  lieu  of  dower.'  Nor 
is  such  evidence  admissible  to  show  that  a  clause  of  redemption  was 
omitted  in  an  annuity-deed,  lest  it  should  render  the  transaction 
usurious.' 

Where  A.  granted  an  annuity  for  his  own  life  to  J5.,  which  was 
secured  by  a  bond  and  warrant  of  attorney,  and  judgment  was 
entered,  the  court  would  not,  after  the  death  of  B.y  permit  the 

party,  the  parol  contract  not  being  inconsistent  with  the  contract  by  deed  : 
White  V.  Parkins,  12  East  578 ;  Morton  v.  Bum,  7  A.  &  E.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.  19. 
So,  where  a  mortgage-deed  contained  no  covenant  to  pay  the  money  lent,  debt 
for  money  lent  will  lie:  Yates y,  Aston,  4  Q.  B.  (45  E.  C.  L.  R.)  182.  Where 
the  obligor  of  a  respondentia  bond  promised,  by  endorsement  upon  it,  to  pay 
the  amount  to  any  assignee,  it  was  held  that  an  assignee  might  maintain  tn- 
dehitatus  assumpsit:  Fenner  v.  Hears,  2  Bl.  1269;  but  this  was  doubted  by 
Lord  Kenjion,  in  Johnson  v.  Collings,  1  East  104,  and  by  Bayley,  J.,  in  White 
V.  Parkins,  12  East  582;  and  is  put  by  Blackstone,  J.,  in  his  judgment,  on  the 
ground  of  the  whole  of  the  transactions,  one  of  which  was  an  extension  of 
time. 

*  Pearson  v.  Henry,  5  T.  R.  6 ;  the  evidence  was  rejected  at  the  trial ;  and 
upon  motion  for  a  new  trial  the  propriety  of  the  rejection  was  not  disputed :  1 
Bro.  C.  C.  54,  93  ;  and  see  the  observations  of  Blackstone,  J.,  in  Preston  v.  Mer- 
ceau,  Bl.  ]  250 ;  and  infra,  662. 

'  See  Maseal  v.  Ma^cal,  1  Ves.  sen.  323 ;  Finney  v.  Finney,  1  Wils.  34 ;  infra, 
666,  note  (z). 

»  Lord  Imham  v.  Child,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  92  ;  Lord  Portmore  v.  Morris,  2  Bro.  C. 
C.  219 ;  Hare  v.  Shearwood,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  168  ;^  1  Yes.,  jun.  241.  But  where  a 
man  and  woman,  being  about  to  marry,  conveyed  their  lands  to  trustees,  in 
trust,  to  dispose  of  the  rente  as  the  wife,  without  the  consent  of  the  husband, 
should  appoint ;  notwithstanding  which  the  husband  received  the  rents  during 
his  life,  and  the  wife  after  his  death  filed  a  bill  in  equity  for  an  account,  the 
Court  admitted  parol  evidence  to  prove  that,  before  the  settlement  was  made, 
the  husband  and  wife  agreed  that  the  premises  should  be  in  trust  for  them 
during  their  joint  lives,  and  that  they  were  settled  otherwise  merely  to  protect 
them  from  sequestration  by  Cromwell ;  and  on  that  ground  relieved  against  a 
covenant  in  the  settlement,  by  which  the  trustees  were  bound  to  pay  the  rents 
as  the  wife  should  appoint:  Harvey  v.  Harney,  2  Ch.  C.  180  ;  Fitz.  213.  But 
where  articles  were  reduced  to  writing,  and  signed  by  the  parties,  and  after- 
wards drawn  up  at  length,  and  executed,  Reynolds,  B.,  held  that  the  articles 
'  could  not  be  restrained  by  the  memorandum',  there  being  no  reference  from  the 
articles  to  the  memorandum  :  Lloyd  v.  Wynne,  5  G.  2 ;  1  Ford.  136. 
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attorney  of  B.  to  prove  a  parol  agreement  that  A,  should  be  at 
liberty  to  redeem  the  annuity  on  terms.** 

'^So,  in  action  on  a  bond  conditioned  for  payment  abso-    r«f!CQ^ 
lutely,  the  defendant  cannot    plead  an  agreement  that  it 
should  operate  merely  as  an  indemnity.*     Where  a  modern  lease  by 
deed  uses  the  term  Michaelmas,  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  that 
Old  Michaelmas  was  meant.^ 

In  an  action  of  trespass,  where  the  defendant  insists  upon  a  release 
executed  by  the  plaintiff,  in  terms  including  the  trespass  in  question, 
the  plaintiff  cannot  defeat  the  effect  of  the  release  by  proof  that  the 
arbitrators  who  awarded  the  release  have  not  taken  into  consideration 
the  particular  trespass.^ 

So,  although  it  is  an  established  rule  that  a  party  may  aver 
another  consideration  which  is  consistent  with  the  consideration 
expressed,  e,  g.y  as  being  in  addition  to  it,  or  as  included  in  its  gene- 
ral terms,  no  averment  can  be  made  contrary  to  that  which  is  ex- 
pressed in  the  deed."  Where  the  conveyance  is  mentioned  to  be  in 
consideration  of  love  and  affection,  as  also  for  other  considerations, 
proof  may  be  given  of  any  other,  for  this  is  consistent  with  the  terms 
of  the  deed.'  But  if  one  specific  '^'consideration  be  alone  pi,^^^-, 
mentioned  in  the  deed,  it  has  been  said  that  no  proof  can  be  ^  ^ 
given  of  any  other,  for- this  would  be  contrary  to  the  deed ;  for  where 
the  deed  says  it  is  in  consideration  of  such  a  particular  thing,  it  im- 

^  Haynes  y.  Hare,  1  H.  Bl.  659  ;  and  per  Lord  Tharlow,  nothing  can  be  added 
to  a  written  agreement,  unless  there  be  a  clear  sabeequent  independent  agree- 
ment varying  the  former  ;  but  not  where  it  is  matter  passing  at  the  same  time 
with  the  written  agreement:  Etch  v.  Jackson,  4  Bro.  C.  C.  519 ;  Lord  Portmore 
v.  Morri8y  2  Bro.  C.  C.  219. 

*  Mecue  V.  Metue,  Cowp.  47  ;  Ridovi  v.  Bristoto  et  ux.,  1  C.  A;  J.  231. 

^  Doe  y.  Lea,  11  East  312 ;  Smith  y.  Walton,  8  Bing.  (21  £.  C.  L.  R.)  238 ;  and 
see  Cadby  v.  Martinez,  11  A.  &  £.  (39  £.  C.  L.  R.)  720.  Bnt  in  the  case  of  a 
parol  demise,  such  eyidence  was  admitted :  4  B.  &  Aid.  (6  £.  C.  L.  R.)  588. 
Where  a  written  agreement  stipulates  that  goods  are  to  be  taken  on  boardybr^A- 
uiith,  it  cannot  be  shown  by  parol  that  in  two  days  was  meant :  Simpson  v.  Hen- 
derson, M.  &  M.  (22  E.  G.  L.  R.)  300. 

>  Shelling  y.  Farmer,  Str.  646. 

*  MUdmai/s  case,  1  Co.  Rep.  174 ;  BeddVs  case,  7  Co.  Rep.  40;  2  Roll.  Ab. 
786.  As,  that  the  consideration  was  different  from  that  expressed  in  the  deed : 
mU  y.  Manchester  and  Salford  Waterworks,  2  B.  &  Ad.  (22  £.  C.  L.  R.)  544 ; 
Lainson  y.  Tremere,  1  A.  A  E.  (28  £.  C.  L.  R.)  792 ;  Carpenter  y.  BuUer,  8  M. 
&  W.  209 ;  where  it  was  held  that  a  recital  in  an  instramant,  even  not  under 
seal,  may  have  the  same  effect:  Bowman  y.  Taylor,  2  A.  &  £.  (29  £.  C.  L.  R.) 
278 ;  Wiles  y.  Woodman,  5  Ex.  557. 

■  Per  Lord  Hardwicke,  Peacock  y.  Monk,  1  Ves.  128 ;  and  see  ViUiers  v.  Bea- 
montf  2  Dyer  146  a ;  Vernon's  case,  4  Rep.  3  *,  7  D.  &  L.  141. 
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ports  the  whole  consideration,  and  negatives  any  other.**  The  ease 
where  no  consideration  is  expressed  in  the  deed,  is,  according  to  Lord 
Hardwicke,  a  middle  case;  and  he  held  that  proof  of  a  valuable  con- 
sideration in  such  a  case  was  admissible.^  But  in  general,  as  will  be 
seen,  evidence  as  to  the  real  consideration  is  in  all  cases  admissible 
with  a  view  to  prove  fraud,"*  or  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  fraud.' 

Upon  the  same  principles,  evidence  is  inadmissible  of  a  parol  agree- 
ment prior  to  or  contemporary  with  the  written  instrument,  and  which 
varies  its  terms ;  as  to  show  that  a  note  made  payable  on  a  day  certain 
was  to  be  payable  upon  a  contingency  only,'  or  upon  some  other 
day,*  or  not  until  the  death  of  the  maker."  Where  a  policy  was  on  an 
r*«Ri  1  *^^^^^^^®  fr^™  *  Archangel  to  Leghorn,  the  defendant  was  not 
^  -'  allowed  to  prove  an  agreement  previous  to  the  signing  of  the 
policy,  that  the  adventure  should  begin  from  the  Downs  only.*  Where 
a  ship  was  chartered  to  wait  for  convoy  at  Portsmouth^  it  was  held 
that  evidence  could  not  be  received  of  an  agreement  to  substitute 
Corunna  for  Portsmouth.^ 

"  Ibid. ;  Green  v.  Weston,  Say.  209 ;  Stratton  v.  RastM,  2  T.  R.  366 ;  but  see 
Gale  V.  Williamson.  8  M.  &  W.  405 ;  Clifford  v.  Turrelly  1  Y.  &  C,  N.  C.  138. 
P  Peacock  v.  Monk,  1  Ves.  128. 
« Infra,  p.  672. 
'  Gale  V.  Williamson,  8  M.  &  W.  405. 

•  Rawson  v.  Walker,  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  361 ;  Foster  v.  Jolly,  1  C,  M. 
&  R.  703 ;  Adams  v.  Wordley,  1  M.  &  W.  374 ;  Campbell  v.  Hodgson,  Gow  (5 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  74 ;  Br(Aon  v.  Langley,  4  M.  &  G.  (43  E.  C.  L.  R.)  466 ;  see  Webb 
V.  Salmon,  7  D.  &  L.  324;  MoseUy  y.  Hanford,  10  B.  &  C.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  729. 
It  is  not,  it  seems,  competent  to  a  party  who  appears  on  the  face  of  a  promissory 
note  to  be  a  principal,  to  show  that  he  is  merely  a  surety :  Price  y.  Edmonds, 
10  B.  &  C.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  578 ;  but  see  Fentum  v.  Pocock,  5  Taunt  (1  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  192;  Fox  V.  jFVtM,  10  M.  &  W.  131 ;  Healey  v.  Story,  3  Ex.  3.  But 
although  a  consideration  be  alleged  in  the  bill  or  note,  a  party  may  show  it  to 
have  failed,  or  to  have  been  illegal,  or  that  the  consideration  was  really  a  dif- 
ferent one :  SoUy  v.  Hinde,  2  C.  &  M.  516  ;  Abbott  v.  Hendricks,  1  M.  &  G.  (39 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  791. 

^  Freey,  Hawkins,  8  Taunt.  (4  E.  C.  L.  R.)  92.  Or  that  it  should  be  renewed: 
Hoare  v.  Graham,  3  Camp.  57 ;  and  post,  p.  666. 

°  Woodbridge  v.  Spooner,  3  B.  &  Aid.  (5  E.  C.  L.  R.)  233  ;  unless  indeed  by 
way  of  proving  want  of  consideration  :  Solly  v.  Hinde,  2  C.  &  M.  516 ;  see  tit. 
Bills  of  Exchange,  Vol.  II.  So  parol  evidence  is  unavailing  to  show  that  a 
transfer  of  a  ship,  which  was  absolute  on  the  bill  of  sale,  was  intended  as  a 
security  only  :  Robinson  v,  McDonnell,  2  B.  &  Aid.  134. 

*  Raines  v.  Knightly,  Skin.  54 ;  Uhde  v.  Walters,  3  Gamp.  16 ;  Weston  v. 
Emes,  1  Taunt  115.  Note,  Kaines  v.  Knightly  is  cited  in  B<Ues  v.  Grahham^  2 
Salk.  444,  but  misstated. 

y  Leslie  v.  Dela  Terre,  cited  12  East  583.  Note, — that  the  charter-party 
was  under  seal. 
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Where  a  contract  is  entered  into  for  the  sale  of  goods,  and  a  bill 
of  sale  afterwards  executed,  the  bill  of  sale  is  the  only  evidence  of 
the  contract  which  can  be  received,  and  parol  evidence  of  the  agree- 
ment cannot  be  received,  although  the  written  instrument  of  sale  be 
inadmissible  for  want  of  a  stamp/ 

In  general,  where  a  contract  has  been  reduced  into  writing,  nothing 
which  is  not  found  in  the  writing  can  be  considered  as  part  of  the 
contract.* 

♦The  same  rule  applies  if  such  parol  agreement  add  to  the 
terms  expressed.  Thus,  where  the  agreement  was,  that  A.^  ^  J 
for  certain  considerations,  should  have  the  pi:oduce  of  Boreham's 
Meadow,  it  was  held  that  he  could  not  prove  by  parol  that  he  was  to 
have  both  the  soil  and  produce  of  Millcroft  and  Boreham's  Meadow  ;** 
and  in  the  case  of  Preston  v.  Marceau^^  the  landlord,  in  an  action 
for  use  and  occupation,  under  a  written  agreement  for  rent  at  £26 
per  annum,  was  not  allowed  to  show,  in  addition^  by  parol  evidence, 
that  the  tenant  had  also  agreed  to  pay  the  ground-rent.  Mr.  J. 
Blackstone  is  said  in  that  case  to  have  observed,  that  although  the 
court  could  neither  alter  the  rent,  nor  the  terms  which  were  expressed 
in  the  agreement,  yet  that  with  respect  to  collateral  matters  it  might 
be  different ;  the  plaintiff*  might  show  who  was  to  put  the  house  into 
repair,  or  the  like,  concerning  which  nothing  was  said.  The  question, 
how  far  collateral  matter  may  be  proved  by  parol,  will  be  considered 

'  Lano  V.  Neale^  2  Stark.  0.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  105.  The  previous  contract  there 
was  for  a  ship,  forty  tons  of  iron  kintlage,  &c.  The  bill  of  sale  was  of  a  ship, 
together  with  all  stores,  &c.,  in  the  usual  form,  and  silent  as  to  kintlage ;  and 
held,  that  the  vendee  could  not  recover  for  non«delivery  of  the  kintlage. 

•  Per  Lord  Kenyon,  in  EoUeaton  v.  Hibbertj  3  T.  R.  413  ;  and  see  Drakeford 
V.  Hodges,  1  N.  R.  270,  where  it  was  held,  that  if  a  parol  warranty  or  agree- 
ment to  assign  be  reduced  to  writing,  and  the  assignment  be  afterwards  legally 
executed,  the  warranty  cannot  be  proved  by  parol. 

^  P.  C.  in  Kain  v.  Old,  2  B.  &  C.  (9  E.  C.  L.  R.)  634.  Note— that  the  first 
agreement  was  in  writing,  but  void  for  not  reciting  the  certificate  of  the  ship's 
registry ;  and  see  Mejfer  v.  Everth,  4  Camp.  22 ;  Gardiner  v.  Gray,  4  Camp. 
144 ;  Powell  V.  Edmonds,  12  East  6  ;  Hope  v.  Atkins,  I  Price  143  ;  Pickering 
V.  DotDson,  4  Taunt.  779  ;  and  Countess  of  Rutland's  case,  sujpra ;  and  tit.  War- 

SANTT. 

*  Meres  v.  Ansd,  3  Wils.  275 ;  and  see  Hope  v.  Atkins,  1  Price  143. 

^  Preston  v.  Mdrceau,  2  Bl.  1249.  So,  in  Rich  v.  Jackson,  4  Bro.  C.  C.  515, 
where  an  agreement  specified  the  rent  and  the  term,  but  was  silent  as  to  taxes, 
the  Court  refused  to  receive  parol  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  lessor,  that  previ- 
ous to  the  drawing  up  of  the  memorandum  it  had  been  agreed  and  understood 
by  the  parties  that  the  rent  was  to  be  paid  clear  of  all  taxes. 
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hereafter.^  At  present  it  may  be  obseryed,  that  where  an  agreement 
specifies  only  the  rent  and  the  term,  but  is  silent  as  to  repairs,  it 
is  obvious  that  such  an  agreement  may  be  as  completely  varied  by 
proof  of  an  additional  stipulation  that  the  landlord  should  lay  out  a 
specific  sum  in  alterations,  as  by  evidence  that  the  rent  shall  be  di- 
minished, without  any  stipulation  as  to  repairs.  Gases  in  which  the 
additional  terms  constitute  in  fact  a  new  agreement,  incorporating 
the  former  written  terms,'  or  continuing  the  former  *con- 
^  -^  tract,^  or  amount  to  a  substantive  collateral  agreement  ;*"  those 
also,  where  certain  terms  are  engrafted  upon  an  agreement;  w^hich  is 
silent  on  thepoint,  by  some  unknown  custom,  or  general  understanding ;' 
and  lastly,  those  where  the  instrument  ofiered  as  evidence  to  prove  a 
collateral  fact,  has,  in  the  particular  instance,  no  exclusive  operation,^ 
fall,  as  will  be  seen,  under  a  different  consideration. 

At  present,  assuming  the  particular  instrument  to  be  that  which 
the  parties  have  agreed  upon  as  the  evidence  of  their  intentions  in 
respect  of  the  particular  transaction,  the  only  question  is,  whether 
the  parol  evidence,  which  is  adduced  to  superadd  something  to  the 
written  agreement,  does  not  vary  that  agreement ;  if  it  does,  it  is  in- 
admissible. 

Where  the  conditions  of  sale  described  only  the  number  and  kind 
of  timber- trees  to  be  sold  by  lot,  but  said  nothing  as  to  the  weight 
of  the  timber,  the  defendant,  in  an  action  for  not  completing  his 

•  Infra,  pp.  710,  716,  e<  seq. 

'  Where  one  written  instrument  refers  to  another,  from  which  it  requires  ex- 
planation, with  sufficient  certainty,  the  latter  is  virtusllj  incorporated  with  the 
former  and  may  be  said  to  give  effect  to  it.  But  it  is  a  general  rule  of  law,  that 
an  instrument  properly  attested,  in  order  to  incorporate  another  instrument  not 
attested,  must  describe  it  so  as  to  be  a  manifestation  of  the  paper  meant  to  be 
incorporated,  in  such  a  way  that  the  Court  can  be  under  no  mistake :  per  Lord 
Eldon,  C,  Smart  v.  Prujean^  6  Yes.  565 ;  and  see  Clayton  v.  Lord  Nugent^  13 
M.  &  W.  200. 

<  Supra,  p.  657 ;  Littler  y.  Holland,  3  T.  R.  590 ;  Marshall  v.  Lynn,  6  M.  & 
W.  109,  infra,  p.  725 ;  and  see  Warren  v.  Stagg,  cited  3  T.  R.  591 ;  Cuffy,  PenUy 
1  M.  &  S.  21 ;  Lord  Milton  v.  Edgworth,  5  Bro.  P.  C.  313. 

*^  Granville  v.  Duchess  of  Beaufort,  1  P.  Wms.  114 ;  2  Vern.  648.  A  person, 
to  whom  money  was  due  from  the  vendor  of  goods  sold  by  auction,  agreed  with 
the  owner,  before  the  auction,  that  the  price  of  anything  she  might  buy  should 
be  set  against  the  debt,  and  she  became  the  purchaser  of  goods  and  was  entered 
as  such  by  the  auctioneer ;  she  was  held  not  bound  by  the  conditions  of  sale,  one 
of  which  was  that  the  purchaser  should  pay  a  part  of  the  price  at  the  time  of 
sale,  and  the  rest  on  delivery:  Bartlett  v.  JPumell,  4  A.  &  £.  (31  £.  G.  L.  R.) 
792. 

*  Infra,  p.  710.  *  It\fra,  p.  716,  e<  seq. 
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purchase  according  to  the  conditions,  was  not  permitted  to  prove 
that  the  auctioneer  had,  at  the  sale,  warranted  the  timber  to  amount 
to  a  certain  weight ;  *for  if  that  representation  induced  him  ^^^^ .-, 
to  become  the  purchaser,  ho  ought  to  have  had  it  reduced  to  ^  -' 
writing  at  the  time.^  Lord  Eilenborough,  in  that  case,  observed, 
that  if  such  evidence  were  admissible,  in  what  instance  might  not  a 
party,  by  parol  testimony,  superadd  any  term  to  a  written  agree- 
ment? which  would  be  setting  aside  all  written  contracts,  and  ren- 
dering them  of  no  effect.  In  such  cases  it  is  to  b^  presumed  that 
the  parties,  in  expressing  their  intention,  have  expressed  the  whole 
of  it,  subject  to  those  incidents  and  consequences  which  the  law  an- 
nexes to  the  terms  which  they  have  used.  Hence,  where  a  written 
agreement  for  the  sale  of  goods  is  silent  as  to  the  time  of  delivery, 
in  which  case  thb  law  implies  a  contract  to  deliver  them  within  a 
reasonable  time,  to  be  judged  of  according  to  the  circumstances, 
evidence  is  inadmissible  of  a  contemporaneous  oral  contract  by  the 
purchaser  to  take  them  away  immediately.'' 

Where  A.  agreed  to  take  B.  into  partnership  as  an  attorney,  no 
time  being  mentioned,  it  was  held  that  the  partnership  commenced 
from  the  time  of  the  agreement,  and  that  evidence  was  inadmissible 
to  show  that  the  agreement  was  not  to  take  effect  until  J9.,  who  was 
not  then  an  attorney,  should  be  admitted.*^ 

*One  who  executes  an  instrument  in  his  own  name  cannot  f^r.-^jr-y 
defeat  an  action  by  showing  that  he  did  so  merely  as  agent  ^  -' 
for  another.^    Nor,  if  a  person  is  known  to  have  been  agent  for  the 

*  Powell  V.  Edmonds,  12  East  6 ;  and  see  Buckmctster  v.  Harrop,  13  Ves.  471 ; 
Shdton  v.  lAvius,  2  C.  &  J.  411  ;  Higginson  v.  Clowes,  15  Ves.  516  ;  Jenkinson 
V.  Pepys,  cited  6  Ves.  330 ;  Rich  v.  Jackson,  4  Bro.  C.  C.  515 ;  Gunnis  v.  Erhart, 

1  H.  Bl.  289.  But  where,  previous  to  the  sale  of  a  leasehold  estate  by  aaction, 
the  purchaser  promised  the  vendor  to  indemnify  him  against  the  covenants 
entered  into  by  the  lessee,  a  specific  performance  was  decreed,  although  the 
terms  of  the  sale  were  silent  as  to  such  indemnity  :  Pember  v.  Mathers,  1  Bro. 
P.  C.  54. 

"  Greaves  v.  Ashlin,  3  Camp.  426 ;  Halliley  v.  Nicholson,  1  Price  404.  Where 
goods  are  ordered  by  letter  without  any  mention  of  time  of  payment,  and  they 
are  sent  with  an  invoice,  the  letter  and  invoice  not  amounting  to  a  contract, 
parol  evidence  may  be  given  that  they  were  sold  on  credit :  Lockett  v.  Nicklin, 

2  Ex.  93. 

^  Williams  v.  Jones,  5  B.  &  0.  (11  E.  C.  L.  R.)  109;  and  see  similar  instances 
where  reasonable  time,  or  some  other  term,  was  not  expressed,  but  implied  by 
law :  Greaves  v.  Ashlin,  3  Gamp.  426 ;  Ford  v.  Tales,  2  M.  A;  G.  (40  £.  C.  L. 
R.)  549. 

^  Magee  v.  Atkinson,  2  M.  &  W.  440.    Whether  his  principal  were  or  were 
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defendant,  and  as  such  has  always  uned  bis  own  name  to  bind  tbe 
defendant,  can  the  defendant  show  that  a  contract  made  in  that  form, 
by  such  person,  was  made  on  his  own  account  and  after  he  had 
ceased  to  be  agent,  that  fact  not  having  been  previously  known  to 
the  plaintiff.i*  Nor  can  a  principal,  whose  agent  contracts  in  writing 
in  his  own  name,  and  therein  describes  himself  as  owner  of  the  thing 
as  to  which  he  contracts,  show  that  the  agent  was  merely  such,  and 
sue  upon  that  contract  as  principal."^  But  in  an  action  on  a  written 
contract  between  the  plaintiff  and  a  third  party,  evidence  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  is  admissible  to  show  that  the  contract  was  in 
fact  made  by  the  third  party,  not  on  his  own  account  but  as  the  agent 
of  the  defendant/ 

Where  no  date,  or  an  impossible  one,  is  inserted  in  the  deed,  date 
is  construed  to  mean  delivery ;  but  where  a  date  is  given,  and  an  act 
is  to  be  done  at  a  certain  time  from  the  date,  the  party  bound  cannot 
allege  a  different  time  of  delivery,  with  a  view  to  alter  the  time  of 
performance." 

*Parol  evidence  is  also  inadmissible  for  the  purpose  of 
^  -I  altering  the  legal  operation  of  an  instrument,  by  evidence  of 
an  intention  to  an  effect  which  is  not  expressed  in  the  instrument/  ^ 

not  known  at  the  time  of  the  contract:  Janes  v.  Littledale,  0  A.  &  £.  (33  £.  G. 
L.  R.)  486 ;  Higgins  v.  Senityr,  8  M.  &  W.  834. 

p  Trueman  v.  Lodery  11  A.  &  £.  (39  £.  G.  L.  R.)  589. 

"1  Humble  v.  Hunter,  12  Q.  B.  (64  E.  G.  L.  R.)  310.  But  the  mere  fact  of  a 
principal  having  in  the  contract  described  himself  as  agent,  but  not  having 
named  any  principal,  will  not  prevent  his  suing  on  the  contract :  SchmcUz  v. 
Avery,  20  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  228. 

'  Wilson  V.  Hai-t,  7  Taunt.  (2  E.  G.  L.  R.)  295.  Or  that  a  third  party  was  a 
dormant  partner  with  the  defendant  who  signed  the  contract,  although  at  the 
time  of  contracting  the  plaintiff  did  not  know  that  fact :  Beckham  v.  Drake,  9 
M.  &  W.  79  ;  confirmed  in  Gam.  Scacc.  11  M.  &  W.  315. 

■  Styles  V.  Wardle,  4  B.  &  G.  (10  E.  G.  L.  R.)  908;  Co.  Litt.46,  b.;  Gom.  Dig. 
Faitj  b.  3 ;  Ofley  v.  Hicks,  Gro.  Jac.  264 ;  and  in/ra,  tit.  Dkbd  ;  Armit  v.  Breame^ 
2  Lord  Raym.  1076.  But  where  a  lease,  dated  Lady-day  1783,  purported  to 
commence  on  Lady-day  last  past,  evidence  was  admitted  to  show  that  the  lease 
was  in  fact  executed  after  that  date,  and  consequently  that  the  term  commenced 
Lady-day  1783,  not  1782;  Steele  v.  Mart,  4  B.  &  G.  (10  E.  G.  L.  R.)  272;  see 
Doe  V.  Ulph,  13  Q.  B.  (66  E.  G,  L.  R.)  204. 

^  In  equity,  however,  it  seems  that  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that 
the  testator  intended  that  specific  legacies  should  be  paid  out  of  particular 
funds :  Cliff  v.  Gibbons,  Lord  Raym.  1324.  But  not  to  show  that  a  testator 
intended  to  exempt  his  personal  estate  from  debts :  see  Beeves  v.  Newehham,  2 
Ridg.  21,  35,  44. 

'  Evidence  of  conversation  leading  to  a  contract  is  inadmissible :  Gilpina  v. 
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Thus  the  defendant  cannot  be  admitted  to  prove  that  at  the  time 
of  making  a  promissory  note,  it  was  agreed,  that  when  the  note  became 
due  payment  should  not  be  demanded,  but  that  the  note  should  be 
renewed."^  So,  also,  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  that  a 
bond,  purporting  to  be  absolute,  was  intended  merely  as  an  indemnity, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  been  damnified ;'  or  to  show  that  the 
directions  of  a  will  were  intended  to  operate  in  satisfaction  of  a 
bond '/  or  that  a  bond  given  by  a  husband  before  marriage,  condi- 
tional to  secure  i£400  to  the  wife,  in  case  she  survived  the  husband, 
was  given  in  lieu  of  dower."  Where  a  man  conveyed  his  p^^^,^-. 
^estate  to  certain  uses,  reserving  to  himself  the  power  of  '^  -' 
changing  or  revoking  them,  and  afterwards  conveyed  it  to  trustees, 
in  trust  to  pay  his  debts,  and  then  in  trust  to  reconvey,  it  was  held 
that  proof  of  a  declaration  by  one  of  the  trustees  under  the  latter 
deed,  that  the  party  did  not  intend  to  revoke  the  former  by  the  latter, 
was  inadmissible/ 

Parol  evidence  of  the  intention  of  the  testator  is  in  no  case  admis- 
sible to  contradict  the  express  terms  of  a  will.^    Where  a  legacy  was 

■  Bbare  v.  Graham,  3  Camp.  57 ;  Webb  v.  Salmon^  7  D.  &  L.  324,  in  Cam. 
Scacc. ;  JTogg  v.  Snaith,  1  Taunt.  347 ;  see  tit.  Bells  of  Exchange. 

'  Mease  ▼.  Mea»e,  Cowp.  47.  Or,  that  where  a  bond  was  conditioned  for  pay- 
ment of  the  rent  of  certain  premises  recited  in  the  condition  to  have  been  de- 
mised by  indenture  at  a  specified  rent,  the  rent  mentioned  in  the  indenture 
was  less  than  in  the  condition,  and  had  been  paid  :  Lainson  y.  Tremere,  1  A.  & 
£.  (28  £.  C.  L.  R.)  797.    See  ante,  p.  660,  note  (u). 

^  Jeaeock  v.  Falkener,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  295. 

'  Finnet/  y.  Finney,  1  Wils.  84.  Bat  where  a  man,  who  had  agreed  to  settle 
1002.  a  year  on  his  intended  wife,  finding  himself  ill,  made  his  will,  and  after- 
wards left  her  lOOL  a  year,  and  recovering,  married  her,  Clarke,  B.,  held,  that 
evidence  was  admissible  to  show  that  he  intended  her  one  of  the  annuities  only : 
Mascal  v.  Ma»cal\  1  Yes.  sen.  323  ;  bat  see  7  Will.  IV.  and  1  Vict.  c.  26,  and 
tit.  Wills. 

*  By  Reynolds,  B.,  and  by  the  Chancellor  and  Master  of  the  Rolls :  Fitzgerald 
V.  Fauconberge,  Fits.  207. 

^  A  testator,  having  copyhold  estates  in  North  C.  and  South  C,  devises  to  his 
wife  all  his  wines,  &e.,  in  addition  to  the  settlement  made  her  of  his  copyhold 
estates;  to  his  niece  M.  the  rents  and  profits  of  his  new  enclosed  freehold  cow- 

Consequa,  Peters'  C.  C.  86.  All  anterior  and  contemporaneous  stipulations  and 
representations  are  merged  in  the  writing  and  cannot  be  given  in  evidence : 
Gooch  V.  Conner,  8  Mo.  391 ;  Parkhurst  v.  Corilandt,  1  Johns.  Ch.  274 ;  Crosier 
V.  Acer,  7  Paige  137 ;  EUmaker  v.  Franklin  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  5  Barr  183 ;  Bedford 
V.  Flowers,  11  Humph.  242.  Parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  explain  the 
intentions  of  a  party  to  a  deed :  Child  v.  Wells,  13  Pick.  121  *,  Fatfsant  v.  Ware, 
1  Ala.  160 ;  Brockett  v.  Bartholomew,  6  Mete.  396. 
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given  to  A.  B.j  and  in' the  case  of  his  death  to  his  wife,  and  the  wife 
after  his  death  received  *the  legacy,  and  the  question  at  law 
»-  J  was,  whether  she  received  the  legacy  in  her  own  right,  or  as 
her  husband's  representative,  it  was  held  that  evidence  was  inadmis- 
'  sible  to  prove  that  the  testator  when  he  was  in  extremis  had  declared 
his  intention  to  be,  that  the  husband  should  have 'the  interest  only 
during  the  life  of  the  wife,  and  that  if  she  survived  him  she  should 
have  the  principal.*  Where  a  father  by  his  will  made  his  three 
brothers,  who  were  Presbyterians,  together  with  a  clergyman,  guar- 
dians of  his  children  in  general  terms.  King,  Chancellor,  on  a  bill 
filed  by  the  three  against  the  clergyman,  to  have  tlie  children  delivered 
up  to  them,  rejected  parol  evidence  of  directions  alleged  to  have  been 
given  by  the  testator,  that  the  children  should  be  educated  as  Presby- 
terians ;  and  he  said,  that  as  that  was  not  expressed  in  the  will,  parol 
evidence  was  no  more  admissible  than  in  the  case  of  a  devise  of  land/ 
Oral  declarations  of  the  testator  cannot  be  received  for  the  purpose 
of  explaining  his  intention,*  even  where  it  is  apparently  ambiguous 
on  the  face  of  the  will.     Where  the  testator,  after  mentioning  his 

pasture  close  in  North  0^  during  the  life  of  his  wife ;  and  after  the  decease  of 
his  wife,  to  two  nephews,  his  furniture,  &c.,  and  all  his  copyhold  estates  in 
North  0.  and  Sooth  0.  It  was  held,  that  as  there  was  no  ambiguity  on  the  face 
of  the  will,  or  in  the  application  of  it,  the  testator  having  copyhold  estates  in 
Nortn  C.  and  South  C,  which  answered  the  description,  extrinsic  evidence  was 
not  admissible  to  show  that  the  description  in  the  settlement  included  a  freehold 
close,  which  was  mistakenly  enumerated  there  as  copyhold ;  and  that  by  all  his 
copyhold  estates  in  North  C.  and  South  G.  this  freehold  passed,  although  the 
settlement  was  referred  to  in  the  will ;  and  that  other  documents  not  referred 
to  were  inadmissible  for  that  purpose :  Doe  dem.  Brown  v.  Brown^  11  £ast  441. 
A  testator  gave  one  of  his  debtors  certain  messuages,  and  after  other  legacies 
and  devises  gave  all  the  rest  of  his  estate,  not  thereby  devised,  to  his  executors, 
or  such  of  them  as  should  act,  and  made  that  debtor  and  Jl  S.  his  executors. 
They  both  acted,  and  /.  S,  filed  a  bill  against  the  debtor  for  a  proportion  of  his 
debt :  the  debtor  offered  parol  evidence  to  show  that  the  testator  meant  that  the 
debt  should  be  extinguished,  and  that  he  gave  the  attorney  who  drew  tbn  will 
instructions  to  release  it ;  but  that  the  attorney,  and  a  counsel  whose  opinion 
was  taken,  were  of  opinion  that  the  debt  would  be  released  by  implication. 
But  Lord  Talbot  said  that  the  cases  went  no  further  than  to  let  in  parol  evi- 
dence to  rebut  an  equity  or  resulting  trust ;  but  as  the  residuary  clause  directed 
the  property  not  before  disposed  of  by  the  will  to  be  divided  between  the  execu- 
tors, and  as  the  debt  in  question  had  not  been  previously  disposed  of  by  the 
will,  the  evidence  contradicted  the  express  words  of  the  will :  Brown  v.  Selwyn^ 
Ca.  temp.  Talbot  240 ;  Bac.  Abr.,  Wills,  D. 
"  LotofitLd  V.  Rtoneham^  Str.  1261. 

*  Storke  v.  Siorke,  3  P.  Wms.  51  j  but  see  2  Ves.  589. 

•  2  Vem.  624 ;  9  01.  &  F.  566. 
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wife  and  niece  in  his  will,  afterwards  gave  a  particular  estate  to  her 
for  life,  the  Lord  Chancellor  refused  to  receive  parol  evidence  to  show 
which  was  meant/  • 

So,  such  extrinsic  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  alter  the  legal  con- 
structian  of  words,  or  to  effect  a  legal  presumption  *ari8ing  f-^/,^Q-, 
from  the  construction.'  Where  a  legacy  was  given  to  A.  £»y  ^  J 
who  was  dead  at  the  time,  it  was  held,  that  evidence  was  not  admis- 
sible to  show  the  intent  of  the  testator  that  the  legacy  should  be 
transmissible.^  Where  a  devise  was  to  the  son  of  the  devisor,  and 
the  heirs  of  his  body,  on  the  condition  that  he,  they,  or  any  of  them, 
should  not  aliene,  discontinue,  &c. ;  parol  evidence  was  held  to  be 
inadmissible  to  show  the  intention  of  the  devisor,  that  the  condition 
should  extend  to  the  son  and  his  heirs.'  So,  it  was  held  to  be  admis- 
sible to  show  that  the  testator  did  not  intend  to  pass  the  reversion 
and  remainder  in  fee  of  certain  settled  lands,  by  a  devise  of  all  lands, 
tenements,  and  hereditaments  out  of  settlement.^  An  estate  was 
devised  in  trust  to  receive  the  profits  for  three  years,  and  if  the 
heiress  of  the  devisor  should  marry  Lord  G,  within  that  time,  in 
trust  for  her  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  children  in  strict  settle- 
ment ;  and  if  the  marriage  should  not  happen,  in  trust  for  Lord  F, ; 
the  marriage  did  not  take  place ;  and  it  was  held  that  parol  evidence 
was  inadmissible  of  a  declaration  by  the  testator  that  Lord  0:*s  re- 
fusal should  not  disinherit  his  heir-at-law.^ 

Upon  a  question  of  legal  construction  upon  the  terms  of  a  will, 
whether  the  devisor  gave  an  estate  for  life,  or  an  estate  in  fee.  Lord 
Holt  was  of  opinion  that  the  intention  of  the  devisor  must  be  col- 
lected, not  from  collateral  matters,  but  from  the  will  itself;  but  the 
other  judges  were  against  him,  and  their  opinion  was  confirmed  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamber.""  And  in  some  other  instances  the  t^c^ya-i 
'^'courts  have  taken  into  consideration  the  state  and  circum* 
stances  of  the  family,  in  order  to  enable  them  the  better  to  construe 

'  Ccutleton  v.  Turner,  S  Atk.  257 ;  Hampshire  v.  Feiree,  2  Yes.  sen.  216. 
»  Per  Lord  Thurlow,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  521. 
^  Maybank  v.  Brooke,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  84. 
^  Ckeyney'e  case,  5  Co.  68  ;  2  Bro.  G.  C.  521. 

^  Strode  Y.  Falkland,  2  Yern.  621 ;  but  it  is  stated  bj  Salkeld  that  the  decree 
was  reversed ;  according  to  Vernon,  it  was  compromised. 

*  Bertie  v.  Famand,  Salk.  231 ;  2  Vera.  333. 

*  CoU  v.  Rawlinson,  Salk.  234 ;  see  Doe  v.  Fyldes,  Cowp.  833 ;  Doe  v.  Dring, 
2  M.  &  S.  455;  BootUr,  Blundell,  1  Mer.  193;  Ooodtiile  dem,  Richardson  v. 
Edmonds,  7  T.  R.  640;  Standen  y.  Standen,  2  Yes.  jun.  593;  Yin.  Ab.,  tit. 
Devise,  Y.  2,  pi.  10 ;  Pepper  d:  Ux,  v.  Winyeve^  Bac.  Ab.,  tit.  Wills,  II. 
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the  testator's  real  intention  as  to  the  personal  estate.'  Where,  how- 
ever, extrinsic  evidence  is  allowed  to  operate  so  far  as  to  give  to  the 
terms  of  a  will  a  different  construction  from  that  which  the  terms 
abstractedly  imply,  the  rule  has  often  been  considered  to  be  carried 
further  than  is  warranted  by  principle  or  analogy.®  Where  evidence 
r*fi7n  ^^  offered  of  the  value  *of  an  estate  charged  with  the 
sums  of  money  payable  to  the  sisters  of  the  devisee,  as  an 
argument  in  favor  of  a  particular  construction,  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  held  that  it  was  nugatory  and  inadmissible  as  a  matter  of 
proof,  although  it  might  have  been  of  great  weight  had  the  court 
been  called  upon  to  make  a  will  for  the  testator.^*    In  the  case  of 

'  See  the  cases  cited  in  the  preceding  note ;  and  see  Baldwin  v.  Karver, 
Cowp.  312,  where  Lord  Mansfield  observed  that  all  cases  upon  the  construction 
of  wills  depend  upon  the  particular  penning  of  the  wills  themselyeS)  and  the 
state  of  the  families  to  which  they  relate ;  and,  in  the  case  of  Jones  v.  Morgan^ 
cited  in  Lytton  v.  Lytton^  4  Bro.  C.  C.  441,  the  same  learned  judge  observed, 
that  to  construe  a  will,  the  intent  is  to  be  taken  from  the  whole  will  together, 
applied  to  the  subject  matter  to  which  the  will  relates.  Sir  D.  Evans,  2  Poth. 
212,  remarks,  also,  that  Lord  Loughborough,  in  quoting  the  opinion  of  Lord 
Mansfield,  took  notice  of  different  cases  in  which  certain  words  were  held  to 
apply  to  a  failure  of  issue  at  a  certain  period,  although  taking  the  words  strictly, 
and  construing  them  without  considering  the  circumstances,  would  have  imported 
a  general  failure  of  issue :  vide  Lytton  v.  Lytton^  4  Bro.  C.  C.  441.  In  the  case 
of  Masters  v.  Masters^  1  P.  W.  420,  the  testator,  after  bequeathing  a  legacy  to 
two  particular  hospitals  in  Canterbury,  by  his  codicil  bequeathed  another  sum 
"to  all  and  eisery  the  hospitals^  As  the  testator  had  by  his  will  taken  notice  of 
two  hospitals  in  Canterbury,  and  as  it  appeared  in  evidence  that  he  lived  there, 
it  was  held  that  the  intention  sufficiently  appeared  to  apply  the  latter  bequest 
to  the  hospitals  in  Canterbury.  And  see  the  distinction  taken  by  Lord  Thurlow 
in  Jeacock  v.  Falkener,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  296  ;  see  Doe  dem.  Gord  v.  Needs,  2  M.  & 
W.  129. 

°  See  Lord  Hardwicke^s  observations  in  BlinkhomeY.  Feast,  2  Ves.28-,  Strode 
V.  Russell,  2  Vern.  624 ;  Castleton  v.  Turner,  3  Atk.  258 ;  Petit  v.  Smith,  1  P. 
Wms.  9;  Brown  v.  Langley,  2  Barn.  118;  Brown  v.  Selwin,  C.  temp.  Talbot, 
240 ;  Jeacock  v.  Falkener,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  296.  The  doctrine  once  prevailed  that  a 
court  might  receive  evidence  which  was  inadmissible  before  a  jury ;  that,  how- 
ever, has  since  been  denied :  per  Buller,  J.,  2  11.  B.  524. 

P  Doe  V.  Fyldes,  Cowp.  833.  In  Gates  d,  Wigfall  v.  Brydon,  3  Burr.  1895, 
Lord  Mansfield  went  into  an  inquiry  as  to  value,  in  order  to  found  an  af'gumetit 
upon  the  result,  as  to  the  construction  of  a  will,  and  in  order  to  show  that 
property  of  such  small  value  could  not  be  intended  to  be  the  subject  of  particu- 
lar limitations ;  but  the  learned  judge  seems  to  have  been  of  a  different  opinion 
in  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Fyldes,  just  cited,  where  he  concurred  with  the  other 
judges;  and  in  Ooodtitle  d,  Richardson  v.  Edmonds,  7  T.  R.  640,  Lord  Kenyon 
intimated  that  the  case  of  Oates  d.  Wigfall  v.  Brydon  had  not  been  satisfactory 
to  the  profession,  and  that  he  believed  that  Lord  Mansfield  had  afterwards 
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Doe  d.  Ozenden^  Sir  A.  Chicestery'^  it  was  observed  by  Sir  V.  Gibbs, 
that  courts  of  law  had  been  jealous  of  extrinsic  evidence  for  the 
purpose  of  explaining  the  intention  of  a  testator ;  and  he  knew  of 
one  case  only  in  which  it  is  permitted,  that  is,  where  an  ambiguity  is 
introduced  by  extrinsic  circumstances. 

The  objection  does  not  apply  where  evidence  is  offered,  not  for 
the  purpose  of  contradicting  or  varying  the  effect  of  a  written  instru- 
ment of  admitted  authority,  but  where  on  the  contrary  it  is  offered 
in  order  to  disprove  the  legal  existence,  or  rebut  the  operation  of  the 
instrument.  To  do  this,  is  not  to  substitute  mere  oral  testimony 
for  written  evidence,  the  weaker  for  the  stronger,  but  to  show  that 
the  written  ought  to  have  no  operation  whatsoever;  an 
*object  which  must  usually  be  accomplished  by  oral  evi-  ^  "-^ 
dence. 

As  a  written  instrument  in  general  derives  its  authenticity  from 
the  aid  of  external  evidence,  it  may  be  defeated  in  like  manner. 
Thus,  it  may  be  impeached  by  intrinsic  evidence,  on  the  ground  of 
fraud,  even  in  the  case  of  a  record.'  So,  also,  in  the  case  of  a  pri- 
vate agreement,  oral  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  a  fraudulent 
omission.'  Where  there  was  an  agreement  for  a  lease,  evidence  was 
admitted  of  a  parol  agreement  that  the  rent  should  be  clear  of  all 
taxes,  but  that  the  plaintiff  reduced  the  agreement  to  writing  with- 
out mentioning  that  point,  and  that  the  defendant  could  not  read.t 
In  order  to  impeach  a  will,  and  to  show  that  it  had  been  fraudulently 
submitted  to  a  testator  for  his  signature,  parol  evidence  was  admitted, 
that  at  the  time  of  signing  the  will  he  asked  whether  the  contents 
were  the  same  with  those  of  a  former  will,  and  that  he  was  answered 
in  the  affirmative."  So,  it  may  be  shown  that  one  will  was  substituted 
for  another.'     So,  in  general,  it  may  be  shown  that  fraud  and  impo- 

doubted  whether  he  had  proceeded  upon  substantial  grounds.  In  the  case  of 
Bengough  v.  Walkery  15  Ves.  514,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  "  You  cannot 
refer  to  extrinsic  evidence  to  construe  a  will,  but  you  may  to  show  with  reference 
to  what  a  will  was  made.'^ 

«  4  Dow.  65 ;  infra,  p.  693. 

'  Bingi  N.  P.  172;  Paxton  v.  Popham,  9  East  421  j  Dot  v.  AUen,  8  T.  R.  147 ; 
R.  ▼.  Maitingley^  2  T.  R.  12 ;  Wright  v.  CrookeSy  1  Sc.,  N.  S.  685.  But  such 
evidence  is  not  admissible  to  defeat  a  record  by  showing  a  rasure,  &c. ;  as  that  a 
rasure  was  made  in  a  precept  since  it  was  issued  :  Dickson  v.  Fisher ^  Burr.  2267  ; 
and  see  tits.  Fraud  and  Judoxknt. 

■  Lord  Jrnham  v,  Child^  1  Bro.  C.  C.  92;  3  Atk.  ZSH,post, 

*  Joynes  v.  Statham,  3  Atk.  388.    Note— the  agreement  was  executory. 

■  Doe  d,  SmaU  v.  AUen,  8  T.  R.  147.  »  Ibid. 
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sition  were  practised  upon  a  party  to  an  instrument,  by  a  fraudulent 
omission,  or  misrepresentation  of  the  contents,  especially  if  the  party 
were  illiterate/* 

*And  it  is  a  general  principle  of  law,  that  where  a  statute 
^  -■  makes  a  deed  void,  as  for  a  charitable  or  superstitious  use, 
or  where  it  is  void  at  common  law,  as  being  contra  bonos  moreSj  the 
proof  of  invalidity  may  be  collected  not  only  from  the  instrument 
itself,  but  from  circumstances  which,  though  they  do  not  appear  on 
the  face  of  the  deed,  may  be  taken  into  consideration.'  Again,  in 
the  case  of  all  covenants  to  stand  seized  to  uses,  a  party  is  at  liberty 
to  prove  other  considerations  than  those  mentioned  in  the  deed.*  In 
the  case  of  Filmer  v.  Q-ott^  where  the  cunsiderations  mentioned  in 
the  deed  were  ^10,000,  and  natural  love  and  affection,  the  Lords 
Commissioners  of  the  Great  Seal  directed  an  issue  to  try  whether 
natural  love  and  affection  formed  any  part  of  the  consideration,  the 
estates  being  worth  £30,000.  On  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  it 
was  held  that  the  commissioners  had  done  right ;  and  the  jury  finding 
that  natural  love  and  affection  formed  no  part  of  the  consideration, 
the  deed  was  afterwards  set  aside  by  the  Lord  Chancellor. 

But,  although  a  party,  in  order  to  prove  fraud,  may  adduce  extrinsic 
evidence  to  show  the  inadequacy  of  the  consideration  when  compared 

7  3  Atk.  388,  Bupra*  As  where  a  mortgagee  draws  the  mortgage-deed  and 
omits  the  covenant  for  redemption.  So,  where  there  were  to  be  two  mortgage- 
deeds,  an  absolute  one  and  a  defeasance,  it  was  held  that  the  mortgagor  might 
prove  an  agreement  to  ezecate  the  latter :  Ibid. 

■  Per  Holroyd,  J.,  in  Doe  d.  WeUardv.  Hawthorn,  2  B.  &  Aid.  96.  And  there- 
fore a  lease  to  trustees  may  be  avoided  by  a  subsequent  declaration  of  trust  by 
some  of  the  trustees :  2  B.  &  Aid.  96  ;  and  see  Doe  v.  Munro,  12  M.  &  W.  845 ; 
and  as  to  superstitious  uses,  Cary  v.  Abbott,  7  Ves.  490. 

•  Per  Lord  Kenyon,  R,  v.  Scammondenj  3  T.  R.  475. 

»»  Cited  by  Lord  Kenyon,  3  T.  R.  474 ;  4  Bro.  P.  C.  230.     . 

'  In  cases  of  fraud :  Stark  v.  LiUUpage^  4  Rand.  368 ;  Paysant  v.  Ware,  1  Ala. 
160-,  Bottomlyv,  United  States,  I  Story  135;  Prentisa  v.  Eu$s,  4  Shep.  40; 
Sanford  v.  Handy,  2a  Wend.  260 ;  Buck  v.  Appleton,  2  Shep.  284 ;  i/b^ 
brook  V.  Burt,  22  Pick.  546  ;  Bank  v.  Whinjield,  24  Wend.  419 ;  i^ngery  v.  Af- 
tomey- General,  2  Har.  &  Johns.  487 ;  Stannard  v.  McCarty,  1  Morris  124;  /or- 
tie  v.  Palmer,  11  Paige  650  ;  Renshaw  v.  Gana,  7  Barr  117 ;  Lotory  v.  McMillan, 
8  Barr  157  ;  Miller  v.  Gotten,  5  Ga.  341 ;  Lunday  v.  Thomas,  26  Oa.  537 ;  Pierce 
v.  Wilson,  34  Ala.  596 ;  Bowman  y,  Torr,  3  Clarke  571 ;  Williams  v.  Donaldson^ 
8  Ibid.  109  ;  Officer  v.  Howe,  32  Iowa  142 ;  Monroe  v.  Behrens,  17  P.  F.  Smith 
459  ;  Coon  v.  Atwell,  46  N.  H.  510;  Plant  v.  Gondii,  22  ^rk.  454 ;  George  v. 
Norris,  23  Ibid.  121 ;  Wiltenberger  v.  Morrison,  39  Mo.  71 ;  Westbrooks  v.  Jef- 
fers,  33  Tex.  86. 
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with  the  valae  of  the  estate,  the  party  who  claims  under  the  deed 
cannot,  it  has  been  said,  be  admitted  to  show  a  consideration  in  sup- 
port of  it,  different  from  that  which  is  expressed.  Upon  a  bill  to  set 
aside  a  conveyance  of  an  estate  of  inheritance  worth  <£40  a  year, 
conveyed  to  the  defendant  by  an  infirm  old  man  of  the  age  of  seventy- 
two,  in  consideration  of  an  annuity  of  X20,  it  was  held,  that  the  de- 
fendant was  not  at  liberty  to  show  blood  and  kindred  to 
have  been  the  real  consideration  of  the  conveyance,  *and  to  I-  ^ 
prove  that  the  grantor  had  often  declared  that  he  had  rather  that  his 
kinsman  (one  of  the  defendants)  should  have  the  estate  for  this  an- 
nuity than  any  other  person  for  a  valuable  consideration.^ 

In  cases  also  where  the  public  have  an  interest  in  the  real  nature 
of  a  transaction  between  two  parties,  they  are  not  bound  by  the 
representation  made  in  the  private  agreement,  but  may  impeach  it 
pro  tantOy  as  to  any  misrepresentation ;  for  this  misrepresentation 
may  properly  be  considered  as  a  species  of  fraud  upon  the  public. 
Thus,  although  the  private  deed  of  conveyance  of  an  estate  expressed 
jC28  to  be  the  purchase-money,  it  was  held,  that  as  between  two  con- 
tending parishes,  it  was  competent  to  one  of  them  to  show  that  the 
real  consideration  was  JC30,  in  order  to  establish  a  settlement  under 
the  statute.^  And,  in  general,  extrinsic  evidence  is  admissible  for 
the  purpose  of  avoiding  a  particular  instrument,  on  the  grdund  of  a 
fraud  attempted  to  be  practised  on  the  revenue ;  as  by  proof  that 
under  the  particular  circumstances  the  instrument  ought  to  have  been 
differently  stamped.- 

Parol  evidence  is  also,  in  general,  admissible  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  that  an  instrument  is  void  on  the  ground  of  some  illegality 
committed  by  the  parties;  as  that  it  is  void  for  usury,  or  p^^-., 
because  it  is  given  to  secure  a  gaming  *debt,  or  founded  upon   *-        -^ 

^  Clarkson  v.  Hanway  and  others^  2  P.  W.  203.  But  this  case  seems  to  be  of 
doubtful  authority,  and  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  party  claiming  under  a  deed  is 
not  precluded  from  showing  an  additional  or  further  consideration  not  contra- 
dictory to  that  expressed,  in  order  to  support  it :  Clifford  v.  Turrell,  1  Y.  &  C,  N. 
C.  138  5  or  in  order  to  rebut  fraud:  Gale  v.  Williamson^  8  M.  &  W.  405  ;  Pott  v. 
Todhunter,  2  Col.  C.  C.  76. 

*  B.  V.  Scammonden,  3  T.  R.  473 ;  see  also  R.  v.  Laindon,  8  T.  R.  379 ;  R.  v. 
Narthwingfieldy  1  B.  &  Ad.  (20  £.  C.  L.  R.)  912;  and  it  would  seem  that  third 
persons,  if  strangers,  might  do  this :  R.  v.  Cheadle,  3  B.  &  Ad.  (23  £.  C.  L.  R.) ; 
and  see  R.  v.  Mattingley,2  T.  R.  12 ;  Reg,  v.  Stoke,  5  Q.  B  (48  E.  C.  L.  R.)  303. 

•  SnaUh  v.  Mingay^  I  M.  &  S.  87  j  Steadman  v.  Duhamd,  1  C.  B.  (50  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  888  ;  and  on  the  other  hand  to  show  that  it  did  not  require  a  stamp  :  R.  v. 
Llangunnor,  2  B.  &  Ad.  (22  £.  C.  L.  R.)  616  j  and  j?o<<,  tit.  Stamp. 

40 


675  PROOFS. 

some  illegal  consideration.'  And  where  a  statute  avoids  an  instru- 
ment which  does  not  fully  state  the  consideration  on  which  it  is 
founded,  extrinsic  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  the  directions 
of  the  statute  have  not  been  complied  with. 

Oral  evidence  is  also  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  correcting  a 
mistake  ;^  a  practice  more  frequent  in  courts  of  equity  than  of  com- 
mon law.^^  In  such  cases,  especially  where  recourse  is  had  to  equity 
for  relief,  the  extrinsic  evidence  is  not  offered  to  contradict  a  valid 
existing  instrument ;  but  to  show,  that  from  accident  or  negligence 
the  instrument  in  question  has  never  been  constituted  the  actual  de- 
pository of  the  intention  and  meaning  of  the  parties.  Thus,  where 
parties  covenanted  to  convey  an  estate  in  trust,  to  raise  <£30,000  to 
pay  off  debts  and  encumbrances,  with  remainder  over,  parol  evidence 
was  admitted  to  show  that  it  was  the  concurrent  intention  of  all  the 
parties  to  raise  that  sum  in  addition  to  the  sum  of  X24,000,  with 
which  the  estate  was  encumbered.^ 

'  An  agreement,  varying  from  the  condition  of  the  bond,  may  be  pleaded,  to 
show  that  the  bond  was  founded  on  an  illegal  agreement :  QreviUe  v.  Atkinsj  9 

B.  &G.  (17  £.  0.  L.  R.)  462 ;  Paxton  t.  Popham,  9  East  421.  So  that  it  has  been 
obtained  by  duress ;  see  the  notes  to  Collins  y.  Blantem,  1  Smith's  L.  G.  153 1 
2  Wils.  341 ;  and  tit.  Bills,  post. 

■  A  contract,  apparently  usurious,  may  be  shown  to  be  legal  by  evidence  of  a 
clerical  error:  Anon.^  1  Freem.  253  ;  Booihe  v.  Cooke,  Ibid.  264. 

^  The  usual,  and  certainly  the  safer  course,  in  case  of  mistake,  is  to  apply  to 
equity  for  relief,  in  the  first  instance ;  but  parties  are  not  obliged  in  every  case 
to  do  80 :  see  E.  v.  Wickham,  2  A.  &  £.  (29  £.  0.  L.  R.)  519.  But  if  a  mistake 
has  been  made  in  a  material  part,  recourse  must  be  had  to  equity  to  reform  the 
instrument ;  a  court  of  law  can  only  give  effect  to  it  as  it  stands :  see  Saunderson 
V.  Piper,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  (35  E.  C.  L.  R.)  425 ;  Hitchin  v.  Groom,  5  C.  B.  (57  E. 

C.  L.  R.)  515. 

^  Shelbume  v.  Lichiquin,  1  Bro.  G.  C.  338.  The  evidence,  however,  proved  to 
be  insufficient,  and  no  more  than  £30,000  was  ordered  to  be  raised.    The  decree 

^  That  mistake  cannot  be  shown  at  law :  Fitzhugh  v.  Runyon,  8  Johns.  375 ; 
Bradley  v.  Anderson,  5  Vt.  152 ;  Morton  v.  Chandler,  7  Green  1.  44 ;  Lincoln  v. 
Avery,  1  Fairf.  418  ;  Coleman  v.  Crumpler,  2  Dev.  508.  But  in  equity  or  where 
equitable  principles  are  permitted  in  courts  of  law  it  is  otherwise :  Christ  v. 
Diffenbach,  1  S.  &  R.  464 ;  Gower  v.  Sterner^  2  Whart.  75 ;  Hunt  v.  Rousmanier, 
8  Wheat.  174 ;  McMahon  v.  Spangler,  4  Rand.  51 ;  Keisselbrock  v.  Livingston,  4 
Johns.  Oh.  144 ;  Coger  v.  AfcGee,  2  Bibb  321 ;  Ward  v.  Allen,  28  Ga.  74 ;  Hamil- 
ton V.  Congers,  Ibid.  276 ;  Stockham  v.  Stoekham,  32  Md.  196 ;  Buck  v.  TilUy, 
49  Barb.  599;  Richardson  v.  Boynton,  12  Allen  138  ;  Baltimore  Steamboat  Co, 
V.  Brown,  4  P.  F.  Smith  77 ;  Fisher  v.  DHberfs  Adm.,  Ibid.  460.  In  the 
absence  of  fraud  or  mistake  of  fact  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  contra- 
diet  or  vary  the  terms  of  a  written  contract,  though  made  under  mistake  of 
law :  Potter  v.  Sewall,  54  Me.  142. 
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♦In  cases  also  of  marriage  settlements,  where  mistakes  p^^-^-, 
have  been  committed,  and,  in  consequence,  the  deeds  have  *-  -' 
varied  from  the  instructions  of  the  parties,  thej  have  been  rectified 
by  a  court  of  equity.^  The  same  has  also  been  done  in  instances  of 
mercantile  and  other  contracts.'  Where  two  persons  intrust  a  third 
to  draw  up  minutes  of  their  intention,  a  mistake  of  his  may,  it  has 
been  held,  be  relieved  against.*"  Cases  of  this  nature  are  nearly  of 
•kin  to  those  of  fraud ;  it  is,  in  point  of  conscience  and  equity,  an 
actual  fraud  to  claim  an  undue  benefit  and  advantage  from  a  mere 
mistake,  contrary  to  the  real  intention  of  contracting  parties.  Where 
a  party  at  the  time  of  executing  a  deed  pointed  out  a  mistake,  which 
the  other  agreed  to  rectify,  but  afterwards  refused  to  do  so,  parol 
evidence  of  the  fact  was  held  to  be  admissible  in  equity,  on  the 
ground  of  fraud.* 

Such  evidence  ought  not,  for  obvious  reasons,  to  be  allowed  to 
prevail,  unless  it  amount  to  the  strongest  possible  proof, ^  The  most 
satisfactory  evidence  for  this  purpose  consists  of  the  written  materials 
and  instructions  *which  were  intended  by  the  parties  to  be  r*f^77-i 
the  basis  and  ground-plan  for  the  construction  of  the  intended 
instrument.'* 

Where  a  mistake  is  alleged  to  have  been  made  in  a  settlement  by 

was  affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords :  see  also  Baker  y.  Paine^  1  Yes.  457  ;  Toioers 
V.  Moore,  2  Yern.  98  ;  and  further  in  what  cases  equity  will  relieve :  London  A 
Birmingham  Railway  Company  v.  Winter^  Cr.  k  P.  57 ;  Okill  v.  Whittaker,  2 
Phil.  338. 

*  Barstoto  v.  Kilvington,  9  Yes.  59 ;  Randal  v.  Randal,  2  P.  W.  464 ;  Marquis 
of  Exeter  v.  Marchioness  of  Exeter,  3  M.  &  Cr.  321 ;  Walsh  v.  Trevannion^  16 
Sim. 178. 

*  See  Henkle  v.  Royal  Exchange  Assurance  Comp,,  1  Yes.  317;  Thomas  v. 
Frazier,  3  Yes.  jun.  399  ;  10  Yes.  227 ;  and  see  Motteaux  v.  London  Assurance 
Company,  1  Atk.  545 ;  Baker  v.  Paine,  1  Yes.  456. 

■  1  Bro.  C.  C.  350. 

■  Per  Lord  Thurlow,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  54 ;  Pitcairn  v.  Oghoume,  2  Yes.  375. 

*  Per  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  1  Yes.  318,  supra.  In  that  case,  upon  a  bill  to 
rectify  a  mistake  in  a  policy  of  insurance,  the  principal  evidence  consisting  in 
the  deposition  of  an  agent  of  the  company,  who  had  transacted  business  for 
them,  the  court  held  that  it  was  sufficiently  certain  to  be  relied  on.  The  Lord 
Chancellor  observed,  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  had  jurisdiction  to  relieve 
against  plain  mistakes  in  contracts  in  writing,  as  well  as  against  fraud ;  so  that 
if  reduced  into  writing,  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the  parties,  that,  on  proper 
proof,  would  be  rectified.  Lord  Eldon,  has  observed  on  the  looseness  of  this 
expression,  as  it  left  it  to  every  judge  to  say,  '*  whether  the  proof  was  that 
proper  proof  which  ought  to  satisfy  him." 

'  Baker  v.  Paine,  1  Yes.  457. 
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an  attorney's  clerk,  the  court  would  not  allow  it  to  be  corrected  by 
the  mere  testimony  of  the  attorney  himself,  who  had  received  oral 
instructions  for  the  preparation  of  the  deeds ;  nothing  appearing  in 
the  handwriting  of  the  parties  to  show  that  a  mistake  had  been  com- 
mitted.'' 

In  general,  where  a  written  document  is  given  in  evidence  as  con- 
taining an  admission  by  the  adversary,  parol  evidence  is  admissible 
to  explain  it,  or  to  show  that  it  originated  in  mistake.' 

The  principle  on  which  evidence  is  received,  to  explain  mistakes  in 
matters  of  contract  between  private  persons,  does  not  extend  to  the 
admission  of  evidence  to  show  that  a  mistake  or  alteration  has  been 
made  in  records  ;  those  memorials  having  been  made  and  kept  under 
the  immediate  authority  of  the  law,  and  by  officers  in  whom  confi- 

r*6781    ^^^^^  '^  ^^^  ^^^^  purpose  reposed,  it  is  to  be  concluded  that  they 
have  been  correctly  made,  and  faithfully  preserved.*     *But 
such  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  a  mistake  in  a  memorial  not 
of  record ;  as  a  court-roll.* 

Such  extrinsic  evidence  is  also  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  prov- 
ing fraud.  Thus,  although  a  buyer  of  goods  under  a  written  contract 
cannot  show  a  previous  parol  contract  for  the  purpose  of  varying  the 
terms  of  the  written  one,  he  may  show  by  extrinsic  evidence  that  the 

4  Hardwood  v.  Wallace,  cited  2  Yes.  195.  Henoe,  it  seems  that  the  court,  in 
such  cases,  will  not  rely  on  mere  parol  evidence  alone ;  and  see  the  dictum  of 
Sir  Thomas  Clarke  to  that  effect,  1  Dickenson  295 ;  and  see  Shergold  v.  Booncy 
13  Ves.  373,  376. 

'  Holsten  v.  Jumpson,  4  Esp.  C.  139 ;  and  see  per  BuUer,  J.,  in  Habeaih  v.  Hc^ 
dimandj  1  T.  R.  182;  and  see  Collett  v.  Lord  Keith,  4  Esp.  212 ;  Graves  v.  Key, 
3  B.  &  Ad.  (23  E.  C.  L.  R.)  318. 

■  Beed  v.  Jackson,  1  East  855.  In  Lord  Carnarvon  v.  Villebois,  13  M.  W.  213, 
a  judgment  in  a  quo  warranto,  charging  a  usurpation  of  free  warren  over  the 
lands  of  tenants,  as  well  as  over  the  demesne  lands  of  a  manor,  upon  which, 
the  defendant  having  set  forth  a  title  to  the  franchise  over  the  demesne  lands 
only,  the  Attorney-General  had  confessed  the  judgment  with  respect  to  the  title 
as  set  forth  by  the  tenant,  was  held  evidence  of  the  title  to  both  as  sot  forth  in 
the  information,  and  the  court  considered  the  omission  in  the  plea  and  judg- 
ment as  accidental,  and  a  mistake.  Amendments  in  records  are  frequently 
made  by  the  courts  themselves,  on  proper  application. 

*  Burgesses  case,  1  Leon.  289  ;  Kite  v.  Queinton,  4  Co.  25  ;  Towers  v.  Moore,  2 
Yern.  98.  In  HaU  v.  Wiggett,  2  Yern.  547,  an  entry  in  the  steward's  book,  and 
parol  proof  by  the  foreman  of  the  jury  of  copyholders,  was  admitted  to  show  that 
a  feme  covert  had  surrendered  the  whole  of  her  copyhold  estate,  although  the 
surrender  on  the  roll,  and  admission,  were  but  of  a  moiety ;  and  see  Towers  v. 
Moore,  2  Yern.  98 ;  Walker  v.  Walker,  Barnard  215 ;  Scriven  on  Copyholds, 
passim. 
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seller,  by  some  fraud,  prevented  him  from  discovering  a  defect  which 
he  knew  to  exist.* 

It  is  obvious  that  the  general  exclusive  principle  is  also  inappli- 
cable in  all  cases  where  the  party  admits  that  the  deed  or  other 
instrument  did  once  legally  exist  as  such,  but  offers  extrinsic  proof 
to  show  that  it  has  been  discharged  by  some  subsequent  instrument 
or  agreement,^  or  by  the  receiving  payment  or  satisfaction.^  ^ 

II.  In  aid  of  written  evidence. — In  the  next  place,  extrinsic  parol 
evidence  is  admissible  generally  to  give  effect  to  a  written  instrument, 
by  establishing  its  authenticity,  applying  it  to  its  proper  subject- 
matter,  and  also,  as  ancillary  to  the  latter  object,  for  the  purpose,  in 
some  instances  of  explaining  expressions  capable  of  conveying  a 
definite  meaning  by  virtue  of  that  explanation,  and  of  annexing 
customary  incidents ;  and  also,  in  other  instances,  *for  the  rstc^yoi 
purpose  -of  removing  presumptions  arising  from  extrinsic 
facts  which  would  otherwise  obstruct  such  application. 

Where  an  instrument  is  not  proved  by  mere  production,  it  must 
necessarily  derive  its  credit  and  authenticity  from  extrinsic  evidence. 

In  the  next  place,  it  is  always  necessarily  a  matter  of  extrinsic 
evidence  to  apply  the  terms  of  an  instrument  to  a  particular  subject- 
matter,  the  existence  of  which  is  also  matter  of  proof."  A  difficulty 
in  this  case  occurs,  where,  although  the  terms  of  the  instrument  be 

"  Kain  v.  Old,  2  B.  A  C.  (9  E.  C.  L.  R.)  634  ;  citing  Pickering  v.  Dawson,  4 
Taunt.  779,  where  it  was  so  laid  down  by  Gibbs,  C.  J. ;  and  as  to  fraud,  see 
Comfoot  V.  Fowhe,  6  M.  &  W.  358 ;  and  the  numerous  oases  as  to  bills,  tit. 
Bills  of  Exchangk. 

*  Supra,  tit.  Assumpsit,  Dskd  *,  and  supra,  p.  655,  note  (c). 

7  See  tit.  Accord  and  Satisfaction. 

'  In  B.  V.  Wooddale,  6  Q.  B.  (51  E.  C.  L.  R.)  549 ;  where  an  apprentice  was 
described  in  a  deed  by  one  name  and  executed  it  by  another,  extrinsic  evidence 
was  held  admissible  to  show  that  the  person  meant  was  the  person  who  executed 
the  indenture :  and  see  Williams  y.  Bryant,  5  M.  &  W.  447. 

'  An  agreement  to  extend  the.  time  of  payment  provided  for  in  a  written  agree- 
ment, as  a  promissory  note,  may  be  proved  by  parol  evidence :  Peck  v.  Beckwith, 
10  Ohio  (N.  S.)  497.  Waiver  of  a  condition  in  a  deed  may  be  so  proved  :  Leath 
v.  Bullard,  8  Gray  545.  So  that  a  written  agreement  was  not  to  be  binding 
until  other  signatures  had  been  obtained,  is  admissible :  Butler  v.  Smith,  35 
Miss.  457.  Whenever  the  time  of  the  execution  of  any  writing,  however  ob- 
scure, becomes  material,  it  may  be  proved  by  parol,  not  only  to  supply  an 
omission  but  in  opposition  to  a  date  expressed :  Draper  v.  Snow,  20  N.  T.  331 ; 
Partridge  v.  Swazey,  46  Me«  414.  The  time  for  the  performance  of  a  sealed  as 
well  as  a  simple  contract  may  be  enlarged  by  parol :  Branch  v.  Wilson,  12  Fla. 
543. 
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sufficiently  definite  and  distinct,  the  objects  to  which  it  is  to  be  ap- 
plied are  not  eqnall j  so,  and  where  it  is  doabtful  whether  the  descrip- 
tion applies  at  all  to  the  particular  object  pointed  out  by  the  evidence, 
whether  it  be  not  equally  applicable  to  several  distinct  objects. 

The  general  rule  has  already  been  adverted  to,  that  a  latent  am- 
biguity (that  is,  an  ambiguity  arising  from  extrinsic  evidence)  may  be 
removed  by  extrinsic  evidence. 

The  illustration  most  usually  given  of  the  operation  of  this  rule  is 
that  of  a  description  in  a  will  of  a  devisee,  or  of  an  estate,  where  it 
turns  out  that  there  are  two  persons,  or  two  estates  of  the  same  name 
and  description.  Where  the  testatrix  devised  an  estate  to  her  cousin 
John  ClueVy  and  there  were  two  persons,  father  and  son,  of  that 
name,  evidence  was  admitted  to  show  that  John  Olitery  the  son,  was 
meant.*  So  in  Lord  Cheney's  case^  it  was  held,  that  *if  a 
^  ^  testator,  having  two  sons  of  the  same  name  of  baptism,  and 
supposing  the  elder,  who  had  long  been  absent,  to  be  dead,  devise 
his  land  to  his  son  generally,  the  younger  son  may  be  permitted  to 
prove  the  intent  of  the  father  to  devise  to  him,  and  to  show  that,  at 
the  time  of  the  devise,  he  thought  that  the  other  son  was  dead,  or 
that  at  the  time  of  making  his  will,  he  named  his  son,  John  the 
younger^  and  the  writer  left  out  the  addition.  According  to  Lord 
Coke,  no  inconvenience  can  result  if  an  averment  be  taken  in  such 
a  case,  for  he  who  sees  the  will  by  which  the  land  is  devised  cannot 
be  deceived  by  any  secret  averment ;  when  he  sees  the  devise  to  the 
testator's  son  generally,  he  ought,  at  his  peril,  to  inquire  which  son 
the  testator  intended,  which  may  easily  be  known  by  him  who  wrote 
the  will,  and  by  others  who  were  privy  to  the  intent ;  and  if  no 
direct  proof  can  be  made  of  his  intent,  then  the  devise  is  void  for 
uncertainty.^  So,  if  a  person  grant  his  manor  of  S.  generally,  and 
it  appear  that  he  has  two  manors  of  S,  (south  S.  and  north  ^S^.),  parol 
evidence  is  admissible  to  show  which  was  intended.^  Where  the  tes- 
tator gave  <£100  to  the  four  children  of  Mrs.  Bamfieldj  and  it  ap- 
peared that  she  had  four  children  by  Mr,  Bamfieldj  her  latter  hus- 
band, and  two  children  by  Mr.  P,  her  first  husband,  a  declaration 
by  the  testator  that  he  had  provided  for  the  four  children  of  Mrs.  B.j 

*•  Jones  V.  Newsam,  1  Bl.  60.  Yet  if  there  be  father  and  son  of  the  same  name, 
it  is  usually  to  be  presumed  that  the  father  is  meant  by  the  name  used  simply, 
and  without  the  addition  of  '*  the  younger." 

^  Lord  Cheneifs  ease^  5  Go.  Rep.  68,  b. ;  so  also  Careless  v.  Careless^  1  Men- 
vale  384. 

•  5  Rep.  68. 

A  Bao.  £1.  Rule  23  ;  see  Broom* s  Maxims,  cap.  vi. 
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but  would  give  nothing  to  P.'s  children,  was  admitted  in  evidence  to 
show  who  were  meant  by  the  description  of  the  four  children  in  the 
will.* 

Where  a  testator  devised  a  house  to  Jo\n  Gord^  the  son 
*of  George  Gord,  another  to  George  Gord^  the  son  of  George  ^  -I 
Gordj  and  a  third  to  George  Gord^  the  son  of  Gord^  evidence  of  his 
declarations  was  admitted  to  show  that  he  intended  that  the  third 
house  should  go  to  George  Gord^  the  son  of  George  Gord/  The 
Court  of  Exchequer,  in  giving  judgment  said,  ^'  If  upon  the  face  of 
the  devise  it  had  been  uncertain  whether  the  devisor  had  selected  a 
particular  object  of  his  bounty,  no  evidence  would  have  been  admis- 
sible to  prove  that  he  intended  a  gift  to  a  certain  individual.  Such 
would  have  been  a  case  of  ambtguitas  patens  within  the  meaning  of 
Lord  Bacon's  rule,  which  ambiguity  could  not  be  holpen  by  aver- 
ment." '^But  here,  on  the  face  of  the  devise,  no  such  doubt  arises. 
There  is  no  blank  before  the  name  of  Gordj  the  father,  which  might 
have  occasioned  a  doubt  whiether  the  devisor  had  finally  fixed  on  any 
certain  person  in  his  mind ;  the  devisor  has  clearly  selected  a  par- 
ticular individual  as  the  devisee.  Let  us  then  consider  what  would 
have  been  the  case,  if  there  had  been  no  mention  in  the  will  of  any 
other  George  Gord^  the  son  of  a  Gord :  on  that  supposition  there  is 
no  doubt  upon  the  authorities,  but  that  evidence  of  the  devisor's 
intention  as  proved  by  his  declarations  would  have  been  admissible. 
Upon  the  proof  of  extrinsic  facts,  which  is  always  allowed  in  order 
to  enable  the  court  to  place  itself  in  the  situation  of  the  devisor,  and 
to  construe  his  will,  it  would  have  appeared  that  there  were  at  the 
date  of  the  will  two  persons,  to  each  of  whom  the  description  would 
be  equally  applicable.  This  clearly  resembles  the  case  put  by  Lord 
Bacon  of  a  latent  ambiguity,  where  one  grants  his  manor  of  S.  to  J* 
T,  and  his  heirs,  and  the  truth  is  that  he  has  the  manors  of  south  S, 
and  north  S.'*  In  Dae  dem.  Hiacocks  v.  ffiscoeks,'  Lord  Abinger, 
in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  explained 
the  law  in  these  words :  ''  The  object  in  all  cases  is  to  discover  the 
^intention  of  the  testator.  The  first  and  most  obvious  mode  r^ggoi 
of  doing  this  is  to  read  his  will  as  he  has  written  it,  and  col- 

*  Hampshire  v.  Peiree,  2  Yes.  216.  The  correctness  of  this  case,  so  far  as  ad- 
mitting the  testator^s  declaration,  is  doubted  in  Doe  v.  Hiscocks,  infra^  p.  681 ; 
and  note  that  in  the  same  will,  the  testator  having  subsequently  given  £300  to 
the  children  oPMrs.  B.,  Sir  John  Strange,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  held  that  the 
declaration  was  inadmissible  as  to  the  £300,  being  contradictory  of  the  will. 

'  Doe  cUm.  Gord  v.  Needs,  2  M.  &  W.  129. 

«  6  M.  &  W.  363. 
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lect  his  intention  from  his  words.  Bnt  as  his  words  refer  to  facts  and 
circumstances  respecting  his  property  and  his  family,  and  others 
whom  he  names  and  describes  in  his  will,  it  is  evident  that  the  mean- 
ing and  the  application  of  his  words  cannot  be  ascertained  without 
knowledge  of  all  those  facts  and  circumstances.  To  understand  the 
meaning  of  any  writer,  we  must  first  be  apprised  of  the  persons  and 
circumstances  that  are  the  subjects  of  his  allusions  or  statements ;  and 
if  these  are  not  fully  disclosed  in  his  work,  we  must  look  for  illustra- 
tion to  the  history  of  the  time  in  which  he  wrote,  and  to  the  works 
of  contemporaneous  authors.  All  the  facts  and  circumstances  there- 
fore respecting  persons  and  property  to  which  the  will  Velates  are 
undoubtedly  legitimate,  and  often  necessary  evidence  to  enable  us  to 
understand  the  meaning  and  application  of  the  words.  Again,  the 
testator  may  have  habitually  called  certain  persons  or  things  by  pecu- 
liar names,  by  which  they  were  not  commonly  known.  If  these  names 
should  occur  in  his  will,  they  could  only  be  explained  and  construed 
by  the  aid  of  evidence  to  show  the  sense  in  which  he  used  them,  in 
like  manner  as  if  his  will  were  written  in  cipher  or  in  a  foreign  lan- 
guage. The  habits  of  the  testator  in  these  particulars  must  be  re- 
ceivable as  evidence  to  explain  the  meaning  of  his  will.  But  there  is 
another  mode  of  obtaining  the  intention  of  the  testator,  which  is  by 
evidence  of  his  declarations,  of  the  instructions  given  for  his  will,  and 
other  circumstances  of  the  like  nature,  which  are  not  adduced  for 
explaining  the  meaning  of  the  words  of  the  will,  but  either  to  supply 
some  deficiency,  or  remove  some  obscurity,  or  to  give  some  effect  to 
expressions  that  are  unmeaning  or  ambiguous. 

^'  Now,  there  is  but  one  case  in  which  it  appears  to  us  that  this 
sort  of  evidence  of  intention  can  properly  be  admitted,  and  that  is 
r*BR^1  ^^^''^  ^^^  meaning  of  the  testator's  words  is  ^neither  ambig- 
uous nor  obscure,  and  where  the  devise  is  on  the  face  of  it 
^  perfect  and  intelligible,  but  from  some  of  the  circumstances  admitted 
in  proof,  an  ambiguity  arises  as  to  which  of  the  two  or  more  things, 
or  which  of  the  two  or  more  persons,  each  answering  the  words  in 
the  will,  the  testator  intended  to  express.  Thus,  if  a  testator  devises 
his  manor  of  S.  to  A,  B.y  and  has  two  manors  of  north  S.  and  south 
S.<,  it  being  clear  he  means  to  devise  one  only,  whereas  both  are 
equally  described  by  the  words  he  has  used,  in  that  case  there  is  what 
Lord  Bacon  calls  an  equivocation,  i.  «.,  the  words  eqiytlly  apply  to 
either  manor,  and  evidence  of  previous  intention  may  be  received  to 
solve  this  latent  ambiguity,  for  the  intention  shows  what  he  meant  to 
do,  and  when  you  know  that,  you  immediately  perceive  that  he  has 
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done  it  by  the  general  words  he  has  used,  which  in  their  ordinary 
sense  may  properly  bear  that  construction.  It  appears  to  us,  that  in 
all  other  cases  parol  evidence  of  what  was  the  testator's  intention 
ought  to  be  excluded  upon  this  plain  ground,  that  his  will  ought  to 
be  made  in  writing;  and  if  his  intention  cannot  be  made  to  appear 
by  the  writing,  explained  by  circumstances,  there  is  no  will." 

The  reasoning  of  this  case  was  fully  acted  upon  by  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  in  Doe  dem.  Allen  v.  AlleUy^  where  the  devise  was  to 
John  A.  the  grandson  of  T,  A.^  charged  with  the  payment  of  a  legacy 
to  each  and  every  of  the  brothers  and  sisters  of  the  aforesaid  John, 
At  the  making  of  the  will  there  were  two  persons,  named  John  J.., 
grandsons  of  T.  A,^  one  of  whom  had  several  brothers  and  sisters, 
and  the  other,  one  only  of  each.  The  court,  after  determining  that 
the  mention  of  the  brothers  and  sisters  was  no  part  of  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  person,  decided  that  the  devisor's  declarations  were  admis- 
sible to  show  that  John  A.,  who  had  but  one  brother  and  one  sister, 
was  meant.  And  the  same  principle  *has  been  again  applied  r3|c^o4'i 
by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  a  case'  where  the  testator 
devised  to  his  dear  wife  Caroline.  He  had  gone  through  the  cere- 
mony of  marriage  with  Caroline,  and  lived  with  her  till  his  decease, 
but  at  the  time  of  his  pretended  marriage  had  a  wife,  Mary,  who 
survived  him.  These  facts  were  admitted  to  show  his  intention  that 
Caroline  was  meant.  And  where  lands  were  devised  to  M.  B.  for 
life,  remainder  to  her  three  daughters,  JIf.,  JS,  and  A.,  in  fee  as 
tenants  in  common,  and  M.  B.  had  two  legitimate  daughters  named 
M,  and  A,,  and  one  illegitimate  named  E, ;  extrinsic  evidence  was 
admitted  to  rebut  E,'%  claim,  by  showing  that  the  testator  was  igno- 
rant of  her  birth,  and  that  B.  formerly  had  a  legitimate  daughter 
named  E.,  and  who  died  long  before  the  date  of  the  will,  but  of 
whose  death  there  was  no  proof  that  he  was  aware.^  Evidence  of  a 
testator's  declarations  made  before  his  will  was  executed,  that  he 
intended  to  provide  for  A.  P,  in  his  will,  has  very  recently  been  held 
admissible  as  evidence  that  such  a  provision,  appearing  in  an  interli- 
neation in  the  will,  was  made  before  it  was  executed.'    So,  if  a  man 

^  12  A.  &  E.  (40  E.  C.  L.  R.)  451.  In  this  case  the  declarations  were  made 
subsequently  to  the  will. 

I  Doe  d.  Oaines  v.  Rouse,  5  B.  C.  (57  E.  C.  L.  R.)  422. 

^  Doe  V.  Beywm,  12  A.  k  £.  (40  E.  C.  L.  R.)  431. 

^  Doe  d.  ShcUlcrosa  v.  Palmer j  20  L.  J.,  Q.  6.  367.  But  declarations  made 
afterwards  that  he  had  made  such  provision  would  not  have  been  evidence  for 
the- same  purpose :  Ibid. 
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having  two  manors  of  the  same  name,  levy  a  fine  of  one,  without 
distinguishing  which,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  which  was 
meant." 

It  thus  appears  that  such  an  ambiguity  may  be  raised  by  parol 
evidence ;""  and  that,  in  the  case  of  a  will,  &c.,  the  declarations  made 
by  the  testator  before^  or  at^  or  after  the  time  of  making  the  will  are 
admissible  in  order  to  explain  an  ambiguity  of  this  nature. 
-^  Where  the  testator  devised  to  his  granddaughter  Mary 

*-  -^  *  Thomas  of  Llechloydy  and  it  appeared  that  he  had  a  grand- 
daughter of  the  name  of  ElUnor  JSvanSy  at  Lleehloyd,  and  a  great 
granddaughter,  Mary  Thomas^  who  lived  elsewhere,  evidence  on 
the  part  of  JEllenor  Evans  was  admitted  to  prove  that,  when  the 
will  was  read  over  to  the  testator,  he  said  that  there  was  a  mistake 
in  the  name  of  the  woman  to  whom  he  intended  to  give  the  house, 
but  that  there  was  no  occasion  to  alter  it,  as  the  place  of  abode  and 
the  parish  would  be  sufScient.^  But,  in  the  same  case,  it  was  held 
that  evidence  was  properly  rejected  of  declarations  made  by  the 
testator  at  other  times  previous  to  the  making  of  his  will,  of  his  great 
regard  for  the  defendant  Mary  Thomas,  and  of  his  intention  to  give 
the  house  to  her.^ 

As  an  ambiguity  arising  from  too  great  generality  of  description 
may  be  removed  by  oral  evidence,  which  restrains  and  confines,  and 
applies  that  description  to  a  single  object,  although,  on  the  mere 
comparison  of  the  terms  with  several  objects,  they  may  be  equally 
applicable  to  more  than  one ;  so,  it  is  a  rule  that  a  redundant  and 
superfluous  description,  which  is  inapplicable  to  an  object  well  ascer- 
tained by  previous  or  subsequent  description,  will  not  prevent  such 
application. 

Thus,  where  property  was  given  to  A.  and  B,,  legitimate  children 

of  C,  D.,  it  was  held  that  A,  and  B,y  the  illegitimate  children  of 

C.  2).,  were  entitled  to  take.^    So,  if  a  *grant  be  made  to 

^        ^    WUliamy  Bishop  of  Norwich,  the  name  of  the  bishop  being 

■  Partridge  v.  Strange,  Plow.  85,  b. ;  Meres  v.  Ansdl,  3  Wils.  275. 

»  Thomas  dem.  Evans  v.  Thomas,  6  T.  R.  671 ;  1  Bro.  C.  C.  85,  341,  350, 

^  Thomas  dem.  Evans  v.  Thomas,  6  T.  R.  671.  But  this  case  has  been  strongly 
objected  to  in  Doe  v.  Hiscoeks,  5  M.  &  W.  371 ;  and  see  Beaumont  v.  FeU,  post, 
p.  689. 

'  Ibid.,  by  Lawrence,  J.,  at  the  trial :  the  admission  of  the  evidence  was 
afterwards  approved  of  by  the  court  of  K.  B. ;  and  see  8  Yin.  Ab.  312,  pi.  29 ; 
2  Ves.  216. 

4  Standen  v.  Standen,  2  Yes.  jun.  589 :  see  2  Pothier,  by  Sir  D.  Evans,  210. 
Where  a  woman  made  a  will  in  favor  of  a  person  whom  she  described  to  be  her 
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Richardj  the  grant  will  be  good,  the  intention  being  sufficiently  clear 
and  apparent.'  So,  if  a  devise  be  made  to  John,  the  son  of  J.  S.j 
and  J.  S.  has  bat  one  son,  whose  name  is  Jame%} 

Upon  the  same  principles,  if  the  description  in  the  instrument 
apply  'partially  to  each  of  two  persons,  but  to  neither  of  them  entirely, 
so  that  a  doubt  arises  which  was  intended,  oral  evidence  is  admis- 
sible to  remove  it.  For  as  an  erroneous  and  superfluous  description 
will  not  prevent  the  application  of  the  description  which  in  part  is 
certain,  and  as  a  description  equally  applicable  to  two  objects  may 
be  ascertained  and  fixed  by  external  evidence,  it  seems  to  follow,  that 
where  the  description,  although  redundant  and  partially  erroneous, 
is  still  limited  to  two  or  more  objects  to  whom  it  is  equally  applicable, 
then  the  generality  may  be  further  limited  by  means  of  extrinsic  evi- 
dence.* 

It  is  observable  that,  in  the  case  of  a  will,  evidence  for  the  pur- 
pose of  giving  effect  to  the  maker's  intention  has  been  more  liberally 
admitted  than  in  the  case  of  any  other  instrument,  and  in  some  in- 
stances to  a  greater  extent  than  is  strictly  warranted  by  any  general 
principle.  It  will  therefore  be  proper,  in  this  place,  briefly  to  refer 
to  the  general  principles  and  rules  which  govern  this  large 
class  '*'of  cases,  either  in  common  with  others  of  a  similar  ^  ^ 
nature,  or  as  peculiar  to  the  class.' 

First,  then,  evidence  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  in  respect  of 
which  the  terms  of  a  will  are  to  be  applied  is  necessarily  admissi- 
ble for  the  purpose  of  applying  them  in  their  strict  sense  ;^  and 

husband,  and  it  appeared  that  he  had  another  wife,  Arden,  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
held  that  the  disposition  was  void ;  but  this  was  founded  not  on  any  defect  in 
the  description,  but  on  the  principle  that  where  a  legacy  is  given  to  a  person  in 
a  character  which  he  has  falsely  assumed,  and  which  alone  can  be  supposed  to 
be  the  motive  of  the  bounty,  the  law  will  not  permit  him  to  avail  himself  of  it : 
see  Dot  v.  Roust^  5  C.  B.  (57  E.  C.  L.  R.)  422,  «ifpra,  p.  684.  Where  the 
description  is  true  in  part,  but  not  true  in  every  particular,  parol  evidence  is 
admissible,  provided  there  be  enough  to  justify  the  reception  of  the  evidence  : 
Miller  v.  Trwoers^  8  Bing.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  244:  see  CardessY.  CardesSj  1 
Meriv.  384. 
■  Evans's  Pothier,  Vol.  II.,  209. 

*  Dowseit  V.  Stoeetj  Amb.  175 ;  Bradwin  v.  Harper ,  Amb.  374 ;  see  also  Par* 
sons  V.  Parsons,  1  Ves.  166 ;  Fonnereau  v.  Poyniz,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  472 ;  and  see 
Doe  V.  Hubbard,  15  Q.  B.  (69  E.  C.  L.  R.)  227;  and  further  as  to  parcels,  j70«^, 
p.  691,  ei  seq, 

"  See  the  case  of  Thomas  dem,  Evans  v.  Thomas ,  6  T.  R.  671,  supra,  p.  684. 

*  See  tit.  Wills. 

7  That  is,  where  such  primary  sense  is  not  limited  or  confined  by  the  rules  of 
legal  construction.    The  great  principle  is  to  give  effect  to  the  testator's  inten- 
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it  is  an  inveterate  rule,  founded  on  plain  and  obvious  principles, 
that  where  the  phrases  and  terms  of  the  instrument  are  legal 
phrases  and  technical  terms,  and  they  are  capable  of  application 
in  their  strict,  that  is,  legal  and  technical,  acceptation,  thej  must 
r*ftftfti  ^^  applied  in  that  sense,  and  no  other."  But,  secondly, 
»-        J    *where  it  appears  from  evidence  of  the  material  facts,  that 

tion  in  the  first  place,  and  within  certain  limits,  by  using  the  words  not  in  their 
technical  sense,  but  in  that  which  was  manifestly  intended  by  the  testator :  see 
Hoyle  V.  Hamilton^  4  Yes.  437,  and  the  cases  there  cited ;  Hodgson  v.  Ambrose^ 
1  Dougl.  341 J  Do€  V.  Perratt,  4  B.  &  C.  (11  E.  C.  L.  R.)  79;  and  Wigram's 
Examination,  &c.,  p.  14,  &c.  And  where  the  sense  is  not  so  limited  and  confined 
by  the  context,  although  the  terms  are  to  be  applied  in  the  first  instance 
according  to  their  technical  sense  and  acceptation,  yet  where  they  are,  upon 
the  evidence,  incapable  of  such  application,  then,  in  furtherance  of  the  same 
principle  of  effectuating  the  testator's  intention,  they  may,  if  capable  and  within 
certain  limits,  be  applied  in  a  secondary  sense.  Where,  however,  the  sense  in 
which  a  term  is  used  is  determined  by  the  context,  or  by  the  testator^ s  own 
exposition  of  his  meaning,  the  term  can  no  longer  be  applied  in  evidence  in  a 
popular  sense,  for  this  would  be  to  use  his  words  in  a  sense  different  from  that 
intended  by  the  testator. 

*  The  word  child  may  be  applied  by  evidence  to  an  illegitimate  child,  where 
an  application,  according  to  the  strict  legal  moaning  of  the  word,  is  of  necessity 
excluded ;  but  if  no  such  necessity  exist,  the  word  must  be  used  in  its  strictly 
legal  sense :  Godfrey  v.  Davis,  6  Ves.  43 ;  Carttoright  v.  Fairdry,  5  Ves.  530 ; 
Swain  v.  KennerUy,  1  Y.  &  B.  469  ;  Harris  v.  Lloyd,  1  Turn.  &  R.  310 ;  Baglqf 
V.  Hollard,  1  Russ.  k  M.  581 ;  and  see  Gill  v.  Shelley,  2  Russ.  k  M.  336 ;  Wig- 
ram's  Examination,  Ac,  p.  17,  2d  edit. ;  Miller  v.  Tracers,  8  Bing.  (21  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  244 ;  tit.  Will.  In  the  case  of  a  devise  of  ''  my  real  estate,^'  property  sub- 
ject to  a  power  was  formerly  held  to  pass  if  the  devisor  had  no  real  estate  ;  but 
if  there  were  any  real  estate  on  which  the  words  could  operate,  it  was  other- 
wise :  Napier  v.  Napier,  1  Sim.  28  ;  Lewis  v.  Llewellyn,  1  Turn.  &  R.  104 ;  and 
see  Denn  v.  Roake,  5  B.  &  C.  (11  E.  C.  L.  R.)  720;  s.  c,  Bing.  (19  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
475 ;  Davis  v.  Williams,  1  Ad.  &  E.  (28  E.  G.  L.  R.)  588 ;  Doe  v.  Johnson,  7  M. 
k  G.  (49  £.  G.  L.  R.)  1047;  Hughes  y.  Turner,  3  M.  &  K.  666;  Sugden  on 
Powers,  c.  vi.  s.  46,  a,  &c.  It  may  be  doubted  whether  this  reason  and  the  con- 
clusion drawn  from  it  now  apply,  since  by  the  Wills  Act,  7  Will.  lY.  &  1  Vict. 
0.  26,  8.  24,  such  a  will  operates,  with  respect  to  the  real  as  well  as  to  the  per- 
sonal property,  as  if  it  had  been  executed  immediately  before  the  death  of  the 
testator.  And  it  has  always  been  held  that  a  power  over  a  personal  estate  will 
not  pass  under  the  words  *'  my  personal  estate,^'  whether  the  testator  at  the 
time  of  making  the  will  had  any  personal  estate  or  not,  because  the  words  are 
applicable  to  such  personal  estate  as  may  possibly  be  afterwards  acquired: 
Andrews  v.  Emmett,  2  Bro.  G.  G.  297  ;  Nannock  v.  Horton,  7  Yes.  391 ;  Jones  v. 
Tucker,  2  Mer.  533 ;  Wigram's  Examination,  ka.,  3d  ed.  p.  18,  and  the  oases 
there  cited.  In  Druce  v.  Denison,  6  Yes.  385,  it  was  indeed  held  that,  for  the 
specific  purpose  of  raising  a  case  of  election,  extrinsic  evidence  was  admissible 
to  show  that  the  testator,  by  the  words,  "  my  personal  estate,^*  meant  personal 
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the  terms  of  a  will  are  incapable  of  application  in  their  r^r.oq-| 
♦strict  acceptation,  evidenge  is  admissible  to  show  that  they  ^  -^ 
are  still  capable  of  application  in  a  popular  sense,  in  order  so  to 
apply  them.  In  other  words,  evidence  of  material  extrinsic  facts 
and  circumstances*  is  admissible  simply  in  aid  of  the  constraction 
of  a  will.  And,  thirdly,  it  is  a  general  rule  that  not  only  material 
facts,  but  also  declarations  made  by  the  testator,  are  under  certain 
circumstances  admissible,  when  necessary  in  order  to  ascertain  the 
person  or  thing  intended,  that  is',  the  object  of  the  testator's  bounty, 
or  the  subject  of  disposition,  where  the  terms  are  applicable  indif- 
ferently to  more  than  one  person  or  thing.*     The  authorities  go 

estate  subject  to  a  power.  This  case,  however,  as  is  observed  by  Mr.  Wigram, 
p.  39,  stands  opposed  to  a  strong  current  of  authorities.  In  further  illustration 
of  the  general  rule  above  stated,  the  case  of  Doe  dem,  Richardson  v.  Waiaon^  4 
B.  &  Ad.  (24  E.  C.  L.  R.)  787 ;  may  be  cited.  The  question  was,  whether  two 
closes  of  land  passed  under  the  word  close^  and  it  was  held  that  they  did  not ; 
and  Parke,  J.,  observed,  "  Generally  speaking,  evidence  may  be  given  to  show 
that  the  testator  used  the  word  close  in  the  sense  which  it  bore  in  the  country 
where  the  property  was  situate,  as  denoting  a  farm,  but  here  such  evidence  was 
not  admissible,  because  it  is  manifest  that  in  this  will  the  testator  used  the  word 
close  in  its  ordinary  sense,  as  denoting  an  enclosure ;  for  the  word  close  occurs 
in  other  parts  of  the  will  ;'*  see  also  Boys  v.  WtUiams^  3  Sims.  573 ;  Doe  d, 
Wesilake  v.  Wesilake,  4  Dow.  P.  C.  65 ;  Doe  v.  Bower ^  3  B.  &  Ad.  (23  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  453 ;  Doe  d.  Templeman  v.  Martin,  4  B.  &  Ad.  (24  E.  C.  L.  R.)  771.  Lord 
Bacon,  in  his  comment  on  his  13th  maxim,  Non  accipi  debent  verba  in  demon- 
strationem  falsam  quce  competunt  in  limiiationem  veram,  states  the  rule  thus, 
"  If  I  have  some  land  wherein  all  the  demonstrations  are  true,  and  some  wherein 
part  of  them  are  true  and  part  fialse,  then  shall  they  be  intended  words  of  true 
limitation  to  pass  only  those  lands  wherein  all  those  circumstances  are  true :" 
see  Doe  v.  Ashla/,  10  Q.  B.  (59  E.  C.  L.  R.)  663  ;  Morrell  v.  Fisher,  4  Ex.  591 ; 
Wood  V.  Rowclife,  6  Ex.  407 ;  Doe  v.  Hubbard,  15  Q.  B.  (69  E.  C.  L.  R.)  227  ; 
post,  p.  694. 

*  It  seems  to  be  a  general  rule  that  all  facts  relating  to  the  subject  and  object 
of  the  devise,  as  to  the  possession  of  the  testator  or  other  person,  the  mode  of 
acquisition,  local  situation,  and  distribution  of  the  property,  are  admissible  to 
ascertain  the  meaning  of  a  will:  see  the  observations  of  Parke,  J.,  Doe  v.  Mar- 
tin, 4  B.  &  Ad.  (24  £.  C.  L.  R.)  785 ;  Boys  v.  Williams,  2  Russ.  k  M.  689. 

*  See  note  (2) :  Wilkinson  v.  Adams,  1  V.  &  B.  422 ;  Beaekcroft  v.  Beachcroft, 
1  Mad.  436 ;  Bayley  v.  Snelham,  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  78 ;  Woodhouslie  v.  Dalrymple,  2 
Mer.  419 ;  per  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  Ooodinge  v.  Goodinge,  1  Yes.  231 ;  Lord  Thur- 
low,  in  Jeacoek  v.  FaUcener,  1  Bro.  G.  G.  295 ;  Lord  Loughborough,  in  Mackell 
V.  Winter,  3  Ves.  540 ;  Lord  Manners,  in  Croane  v.  Odell,  1  Ball.  &  B.  480 ; 
Colpoys  V.  Colpoys,  1  Jac.  451 ;  Lord  Eldon,  in  Oakden  v.  Clifden,  Lincoln*  s 
Inn  Hall,  1806 ;  Lane  v.  Lord  Stanhope,  6  T.  R.  345 ;  Gibson  v.  Gell^  2  B.  &  G. 
(9  E.  G.  L.  R.)  680;  Pocock  v.  Bishop  of  Lincoln,  3  B.  &  B.  (7  E.  G.  L.  R.)  27 ; 
Wilder'' s  case,  6  Rep.  16 ;  see  tit.  Will. 
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still  further :  it  has  been  held  that  difficulties  arising  in  the  appli- 
cation of  the  terms  of  a  will  from  defect  in  the  description  of  the 
person  or  thing  intended,  may  be  removed  by  the  aid  of  extrinsic 
evidence,  even  although  no  part  of  the  description  be  perfectly  cor- 
rect. One  of  the  strongest  instances  to  this  effect  is  the  case  of 
Beaumont  v.  Fell,"^  A  will  was  made  in  favor  of  Catharine  Eamley^ 
and  evidence  was  allowed  to  show  that  O-ertrude  Yardley  was  the 
person  meant ;  no  such  person  as  Catharine  Eamley  appearing  to 
r*«Qm  ^^**™  ^^^  legacy.  Evidence  *wa8  admitted  to  prove  that  the 
^  ^  testator's  voice,  when  he  made  his  will,  was  very  low  and 
scarely  intelligible ;  that  the  testator  usually  called  O-ertrude  Yard- 
ley  by  the  name  of  Gatty,  which  the  scrivener  who  made  the  will 
might  easily  mistakie  for  Katy;  and  that  the  testator  referred  the 
scrivener  to  his  wife  for  the  name  of  the  legatee,  and  she  afterwards 
declared  Gertrude  Yardley  was  the  person  intended.  But,  in  the 
case  of  Doe  v.  JBiscoekaj^  before  mentioned,  the  Court  of  Exchequer, 
in  their  elaborate  judgment,  have  considered  this  case  as  consistent 
with  true  principles  only  inasmuch  as  there  was  no  such  person  as 
Catharine  Eamley^  and  as  Gertrude  Yardley  was  usually  addressed 
by  the  testator  by  the  name  of  Gatty. 

Where  the  testator  gave  a  legacy  to  John  and  Benedict^  sons  of 
John  Sweety  and  John  Sweet  the  father  had  two  sons  only,  viz.,  James 
and  Benedict^  evidence  was  admitted  to  prove  that  the  testator  used 
to  address  James  Sweet  by  the  name  of  ^^Jackey.**^  Where  a  legacy 
was  given  in  moieties,  one  to  Annj  the  daughter  of  Mary  Bradwin, 
the  other  to  the  children  of  Mary  Bradwin^  another  daughter  of  the 
first-named  Mary  Bradwin,  and  it  appeared  that  when  the  will  was 
made  Ann  Bradwin  was  dead,  having  left  two  children,  but  that 
Mary  Bradwin  the  daughter  was  living,  and  single,  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls  held  that  evidence  was  admissible  to  explain  the  legacy.' 

The  apparent  impossibility  of  reconciling  lipon  principle  the  giving 
effect  to  a  description  inapplicable  to  any  subject,  with  the  undisputed 

*  2  P.  Wms.  141 ;  see  also  Lord  Thurlow'S  dictum  in  Mayhank  v.  Brooks,  1 
Bro.  G.  C.  85 ;  and  see  Broum  v.  Langly,  2  Barn.  118. 

«  5  M.  Jb  W.  371,  ante,  p.  681  j  and  see  Miller  ▼.  Travers,  8  Bing.  (21  B.  C.  L. 
R.)  244. 

*  Dowsett  V.  Sweet,  Ambl.  175 ;  and  see  1  Bro.  C.  31,  85;  see  also  Masters  v. 
Masters,  1  P.  W.  421. 

'  Bradwin  v.  Harper,  Ambl.  374.  Devise  to  S.  ff.,  second  son  of  T.  H.,  when 
in  fact  he  was  the  third  son,  evidence  of  the  state  of  the  testator's  family  and 
other  circumstances  was  admitted  to  show  the  mistake  in  the  name:  Doer, 
Huthwaite,  3  B.  &  Aid.  (5  £.  G.  L.  R.)  632. 
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law  that  even  in  the  case  of  a  legacy  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  fill 
up  a  blank,^  seems  *to  induce  the  necessity  of  at  once  ^^^q-  ^ 
placing  the  reception  of  such  evidence  upon  the  footing  of  a  '-  -' 
peremptory  and  arbitrary  exception  to  general  rules  and  principles, 
and  to  exclude  all  attempts  at  reconciliation.  In  the  case  of  a  blank 
the  eifect  of  the  evidence  might  simply  be  to  supply  a  name  men- 
tioned by  the  testator:  in  the  case  of  a  total  misdescription,  evidence 
is  necessary  not  simply  to  supply  but  to  subatitiUe  a  description.  It 
seems  to  be  very  questionable  whether  Lord  Bacon's  rule  as  to 
ambiguities,  be  applicable  to  a  case  not  of  a  double  meaning,  but  to 
simple  deficiency  of  description.^ 

In  general,  where  there  is  any  doubt  as  to  the  extent  of  the  sub- 
ject devised  by  will,  or  demised,  or  sold,  it  id  matter  of  extrinsic 
evidence  to  show  what  is  included  under  the  description  as  parcel 
of  it.*      The   question   being  *whether  a  description   in   a 
lease  (inter  alia)  of  a  piece  of  ground,  late  in  the  occupa-   ^         J 

'  In  Beaumont  v.  Fdl,  supra,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  although  he  admitted 
the  evidence,  said,  "  If  this  had  been  a  grant,  nay,  had  it  been  a  devise  of  land, 
it  had  been  void  by  reason  of  the  mistake  both  of  the  Christian  and  surname  *,'' 
and  see  Doe  v.  Hiseocks, 

^  See  Wigram's  Examination,  &c.,  179. 

^  Doe  V.  Burt,  1  T.  R.  701.  Bailer,  J.,  said,  whether  parcel  or  not  of  the  thing 
demised,  is  always  matter  of  evidence :  see  KerslaJce  v.  White,  2  Starkie  (3  £.  C. 
L.  R.)  508  •,  where  it  was  held,  that  the  demise  of  a  messuage,' with  all  rooms 
and  chambers  thereto  belonging  and  appertaining,  included  all  that  was  occupied 
together  as  the  entire  messuage  atone  and  the  same  time,  and  that  the  demise  did 
not  include  a  room  which  he  had  once  formed  part  of  the  messuage,  but  which  had 
been  separated  from  it  for  many  years  anterior  to  the  demise :  Herbert  v.  Rdd, 
16  Ves.  481.  In  Doe  d.  Beach  v.  Earl  of  Jersey,  3  B.  A  C.  (10  E.  C.  L.  R.)  870 ; 
under  a  devise  by  the  testator  of  all  his  Briton  Ferry  estate,  it  was  held,  that 
accounts  of  deceased  stewards  of  former  owners,  in  which  they  charged  themselves 
with  the  receipt  of  various  sums  of  money  on  account  of  the  owners,  were  admis- 
sible in  evidence  to  show  that  particular  lands  had  gone  by  the  name  of  the 
Briton  Ferry  estate :  see  Goodtiile  v.  Southern,  infra.  So  in  the  case  of  a  writ- 
ten agreement  to  convey  all  those  brickworks  in  the  possession  of  A,  B,,  parol 
evidence  is  admirsible  of  what  passed  at  the  time  of  the  agreement,  to  show  what 
was  intended  to  pass :  Paddock  ▼.  Fradley,  1  C.  &  J.  90.  Where  a  fine  was 
levied  of  twelve  messuages  in  Chelsea,  and  it  appeared  tiiat  the  cognisor  had  more 
than  twelve  messuages  in  Chelsea,  parol  evidence  was  admitted  to  show  which 
were  meant :  Doe  v.  Wilford,  R.  k  M.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  88.  There  being  a  devise 
of  Trogues  Farm,  in  the  occupation  of  JT,  it  may  be  shown  that  M,  was  not 
tenant :  Goodtitle  v.  Southern,  1  M.  &  S.  297  ;  Doe  v.  Galloway,  5  B.  &  Ad.  (27 
£.  C.  L.  R.)  43  ;  Jack  v.  Itlwtyre,  12  CI.  &  F.  151.  Where  a  deed  granted  all 
the  coal  mines  in  the  lands  in  the  occupation  of  widow  K.  and  son,  and  the  grantor 
bad  not  any  lands  in  the  occupation  of  widow  K,  and  son,  and  the  deed  was 
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tion  of  A.  (the  piece  of  groand  being  a  yard,  then  in  the  occupation 
of  A,)y  a  cellar  and  certain  wine-vaults  under  it  passed,  evidence 
was  admitted  to  prove,  that  at  the  time  of  the  lease  the  cellar  and 
vaults  were  not  in  the  occupation  of  ^.,  but  were  under  lease  to  B,^ 
another  tenant  of  the  lessor,  and  that  the  defendant  never  claimed 
them  until  the  expiration  of  B,'%  lease.  But  where  a  subject-matter 
exists,  which  satisfies  the  terms  of  the  will,  and  to  which  they 
are  perfectly  applicable,  there  is  no  latent  ambiguity;  and  no  evi- 
dence can  be  admitted  for  the  purpose  of  applying  the  terms  to  a 
different  object.^  In  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Sir  A.  Chichester  v.  Oxen- 
derij^  the  question  was,  whether  parol  evidence  could  be  admitted  to 
show  that  the  testator,  by  a  devise  of  his  estate  atAshtoriy  intended 
to  devise  all  his  msKternal  estate,  consisting  of  two  manors  in  the 
parish  of  Ashton,  and  one  in  the  adjoining  parish ;  the  court,  after 
hearing  *two  arguments,  decided  against  the  evidence.  Sir 
^  '  -*  J.  Mansfield,  G.  J.,  in  giving  judgment,  referred  to  the  cases 
of  Beaumont  v.  Fell^^  and  Dowset  v.  Sweet  ;^  and  distiugnished  the 

founded  upon  a  contract  of  sale  to  which  the  grantor's  land  steward  was  the 
subscribing  witness  ;  held  that,  to  explain  the  latent  ambiguity  in  the  deed,  let- 
ters written  bj  the  latter  to  the  grantees  respecting  the  sale  of  the  coal  mines,  and 
purporting  to  be  written  bj  his  directions,  were  admissible,  without  showing  an 
express  authority  from  the  grantor  to  write  them  :  Beaumont  v.  Fields  1  B.  & 
Aid.  247 ;  but  see  Doe  y.  Webster^  12  A.  k  £.  (40  E.  C.  L.  R.)  442 ;  WiUiams  v. 
Morgan,  15  Q.  B.  (69  E.  C.  L.  R.)  782. 

^  Lord  Walpole  v.  Lord  CholmondeUy,  7  T.  R.  138;  Carruthors  y.  Sheddon^  6 
Taunt  (1  E.  0.  L.  R.)  14 ;  Doe  y.  Ashlq/,  10  Q.  B.  (59  E.  C.  L.  R.)  663 ;  Mor- 
rdl  y.  Fisher,  4  Ex.  591 ;  Wood  y.  Rowdiffe,  6  Ex.  407,  ante,  p.  688,  note  («). 
So  where  words  haye  acquired  a  precise  and  technical  meaning :  lb. ;  per  Lord 
Kenyon,  6  T.  R.  352 ;  Mountain  y.  Blaimirey  4  Russ.  384.  And  although  the 
mere  name  of  a  devisee  in  a  will  be  applicable  to  several,  parol  evidence  of  ap- 
plication is  not  admissible,  if  it  can  be  collected  from  the  will  who  was  intended : 
Doe  y.  Westlake,  4  B.  &  Aid.  (6  E.  C.  L.  R.)  57. 

^  3  Taunt.  147  ;  4  Dow.  65. 

'  2  P.  Wms.  140 ;  also  to  Whithread  v.  May,  2  Bos.  &  Pull.  593,  where  the 
question  was  as  to  the  effect  of  a  codicil,  by  which  the  testator  revoked  a  former 
general  devise  of  all  his  estates,  so  far  as  it  related  to  his  estate  at  Leeshill  in 
the  county  of  Wilts,  and  Heame,  and  Buckband  in  the  county  of  Kent.  The 
testator  had  lands  in  Heame  and  several  other  parishes,  all  of  which  he  had  pur- 
chased by  one  contract  from  one  person  *,  evidence  was  offered  to  show  that  the 
testator  meant  to  revoke  the  devise,  not  only  as  to  the  lands  in  Hearne^  but  also  as 
to  all  the  lands  purchased  at  the  same  time ;  the  evidence  was  received  at  the  trial, 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  G.  B.,  which  was  equally  divided  upon  the 
question :  see  Doe  d.  Brown  v.  Brown,  11  East  441 ;  Doe  v.  Lyford,  4  M.  &  S. 
550. 

"  Amb.  175  ;  «tfpra,  p.  689. 
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present  case,  on  the  ground  that  in  those  the  will  would  have  had  no 
operation  unless  the  evidence  had  been  received;  whereas  in  the  present 
the  will  would  have  an  effective  operation  to  pass  all  the  estate  within 
the  parish  of  Ashton,  without  the  evidence  proposed ;  that  in  the 
other  cases  the  evidence  was  admitted  to  explain  that  which  otherwise 
would  have  had  no  operation,  and  that  it  was  safer  not  to  go  beyond 
that  line.  The  same  question  was  afterwards  brought  before  the 
House  of  Lords,*  *where  judgment  was  given  corresponding 
with  that  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas.  L     *-  J 

And  where  a  testator  ^^  devised  all  those  two  cottages  or  the  tene- 
ments, the  one  occupied  by  my  son  John  Subbard^  the  other  occu- 
pied by  my  granddaughter,"  and  the  property  originally  consisted 
of  two  copyhold  cottages,  of  which  part  only  of  one  was  occupied  by 
John  Hubbard,  and  part  only  of  the  other  by  the  granddaughter, 
and  both  of  these  parts  had  been  separated  by  partition  from  the 
rest,  which  was  occupied  by  other  persons  including  the  testator,  and 
both  parts  had  separate  outer  doors,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
was  divided  whether  the  directions  given  by  the  testator  to  the  person 
who  drew  his  will,  indicating  that  he  spoke  of  his  copyhold  premises 
by  the  description  in  the  will,  were  admissible.* 

^  Doe  d,  Oxenden  v.  Sir  A.  Chichester ,  4  Dow.  65,  in  an  action  brought  by  the 
devisee  against  the  heir  at  law.  The  question  on  the  admissibilitj  of  the  evidence 
having  been  referred  to  the  judges,  Sir  Y.  Gibbs,  C.  J.  of  C.  P.,  delivered  their 
unanimous  opinion,  that  the  evidence  ought  not  to  be  admitted.  In  delivering 
that  opinion,  he  observed,  "  The  courts  of  law  have  been  jealous  of  extrinsic  evi- 
dence to  explain  the  intention  of  a  testator,  and  I  know  of  only  one  case  in  which 
it  is  permitted  ;  that  k,  where  an  ambiguity  is  introduced  by  extrinsic  circum- 
stances. There,  from  ttie  necessity  of  the  case,  extrinsic  evidence  is  admitted  to 
explain  the  ambiguity.  For  example,  where  a  testator  devises  his  estate  of  Black- 
acre,  and  has  two  estates  called  Blackacre,  evidence  must  be  admitted  to  show 
which  of  the  Blackacres  is  meant.  So,  if  one  devises  to  his  son  John  Thomas, 
and  he  has  two  sons  of  that  name.  So,  if  one  devises  to  his  nephew  Williami 
Smith,  and  has  no  nephew  answering  the  description  in  all  respects,  evidence 
must  be  admitted  to  show  which  nephew  the  testator  meant,  by  a  description  not 
strictly  applying  to  any  nephew.  The  ambiguity  there  arises  from  an  extrinsic 
fact  or  circumstance ;  and  the  admission  of  evidence  to  explain  the  ambiguity  is 
necessary  to  give  effect  to  the  will ;  and  it  is  only  in  such  a  case  that  extrinsic 
evidence  can  be  received.  It  is  of  great  importance  that  the  admission  of  extrinsic 
evidence  should  be  avoided,  where  it  can  be  done,  that  a  purchaser  or  heir  at  lav^ 
may  be  able  to  judge  from  the  instrument  itself  what  lands  are,  or  are  not  to  be 
affected  by  it.  Here  the  devise  is  of  all  the  devisor's  estate  at  Ashton,  for  there 
is  no  difference  between  the  words  *  Estate  of  Ashton,'  and  *  Estate  at  Ashton,' 
and  he  has  an  estate  at  Ashton  which  satisfies  the  description."  See  Doe  v. 
Morgan  J  1  0.  &  M.  235. 

•  Doe  V.  Hubbard,  15  Q.  B.  (69  E.  C.  L.  R.)  227. 
41 
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But  neither  a  new  subject-matter  of  devise,  nor  a  new  devisee, 
where  the  will  is  silent  upon  either,  can  be  imported  by  parol  evi- 
dence into  a  will.  Thus  in  Miller  v.  TraverB^^  where  a  testator 
devised  all  his  real  estates  in  the  County  of  Limerick,  and  in  the 
City  of  Limerick,  but  in  fact  he  had  no  estates  in  the  former,  and 
only  a  small  one  in  the  latter  inadequate  to  meet  the  charges  in  the 
wilU  but  he  had  large  estates  in  the  County  of  Clare,  which  were  not 
mentioned  in  the  will,  the  devisee  was  not  allowed  to  prove  by  parol 
evidence  that  the  testator's  intention  ♦was  to  devise  the  estates 
^  -'in  Clare  by  showing  that  those  estates  were  devised  to  him  in 
the  draft  of  the  will ;  that  this  was  sent  to  a  conveyancer  to  make 
some  alteration  as  to  other  parts  of  the  will,  and  he  had  by  mistake 
erased  the  words,  ^'  County  of  Clare,"  which  mistake  had  not  been 
adverted  to  by  the  devisor  when  he  executed  the  will. 

In  the  next  place,  extrinsic  evidence  is  admissible  for  the  purpose 
of  construing  ancient  charters,  explaining  the  meaning  of  the  terms 
of  contracts,  to  which  a  peculiar  and  technical  sense  has  been  an* 
nexed,  by  custom  and  usage.  Also  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the 
consequences  and  incidents,  which,  by  virtue  of  a  known  and  estab- 
lished custom,  are  by  presumption  of  law  appurtenant  to  the  general 
terms  of  a  contract. 

In  ancient  charters  words  are  often  to  be  found  of  doubtful  import 
from  their  antiquity;  the  particular  terms  may  have  become  obscure, 
or  even  obsolete ;  but  it  would  be  highly  unreasonable,  as  well  as  in- 
convenient, that  on  this  account  the  whole  should  perish  ;  the  terms 
were  probably  understood  when  the  instrument  was  made  ;  and  it  is 
also  probable  that  the  usage  and  practice  then  conformed,  and  that 
they  have  since  continued  to  conform,  with  the  real  meaning  and 
sense  of  those  expressions ;  and  hence  such  ancient  and  continuing 
usage  may  Avith  reason  and  prudence  be  resorted  to  as  the  exposi- 
tors of  such  doubtful  terms'^  and  phrases ;  more  especially  where  the 

p  8  Bing.  (21  £.  C.  L.  R.)  244. 

*i  In  The  Atiamoi/' General  v.  Parker,  3  Atk.  576,  Lord  Hardwicke  observed, 
that  in  the  construction  of  ancient  grants  and  deeds  there  is  no  better  way  of 
construing  them  than  by  usage,  and  contemporanea  expoeiiio  est  optima.  In  B. 
y.  VarlOf  Cowp.  248,  Lord  Mansfield  observed,  ''Supposing  the  terms  of  the 
charter  doubtful,  the  usage  is  of  great  force ;  not  that  usage  can  overturn  the 
clear  words  of  a  charter ;  but  if  they  are  doubtful,  the  usage  under  the  charter 
will  tend  to  explain  the  meaning  of  them.*'  Lord  Coke  in  his  Comment  on  the 
Stat,  of  Qioucester,  2  Inst  282,  observes,  "  ancient  charters,  whether  they  be 
before  the  time  of  memory  or  after,  ought  to  be  construed  as  the  law  was  when 
the  charter  was  made,  and  according  to  ancient  allowance  ;^'  and  again,  "  when 
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charter  *concern8  the  public  interests  of  a  large  body,  who  r-^nQ^n 
would  not,  it  may  be  presumed,  have  acquiesced  in  an  l-  ^ 
illegal  interpretation  and  application  of  its  terms.  Such  evidence 
may  be  considered  as  somewhat  analogous  to  the  practice  of  the 
courts,  in  considering  the  usage  supplied  by  the  precedents  as  to  the 
construction  of  a  doubtful  statute,  except  that  the  courts  themselves 
notice  the  contemporaneous  and  subsequent  construction  put  upon 
the  statute ;'  but  in  the  case  of  a  charter,  the  usage,  if  not  admitted, 
must  be  ascertained  as  a  fact  by  a  jury. 

Such  evidence  in  aid  of  the  construction  of  a  doubtful  charter  is 
also  founded  in  part  upon  considerations  of  legal  policy  and  conve* 
nience,  for  the  purpose  of  quieting  litigation,  and  supporting  long- 
continued  and  established  usages.'  In  the  case  of  Withnell  v.  Gart- 
Aam,*  Lawrence,  J.,  observed,  "If  there  be  any  ambiguity  in  this 
*deed,  usage  is  admissible  to  explain  it;  and  the  argument  r«/*q'7-i 
of  convenience  or  inconvenience  from  this  or  that  construc- 
tion of  a  deed  creates  that  sort  of  ambiguity  that  should  be  explained 
by  usage." 

In  the  case  of  The  King  v.  O^honme^  by  the  terms  of  the  charter 
the  power  of  electing  aldermen  was  committed  to  the  mayor  and 
commonalty.  According  to  the  usage^  the  term  commonalty  included 
aldermen;  and  the  court  were  of  that  opinion  and  construed  the 

any  claim ed,  before  the  justices  in  ejre,  any  franchises  by  an  ancient  charter, 
though  it  had  express  words  for  the  franchises  claimed,  or  if  the  words  were 
general,  and  a  continual  possession  pleaded  of  the  franchises  claimed,  as  if  the 
claim  was  by  old  and  obscure  words,  and  the  party  in  pleading,  expounded  them 
to  the  court,  and  averring  continual  possession  according  to  that  exposition,  the 
entry  was  ever  *  Inquiratur  super  possesaioiiem  et  usum^''  &c.,  which  I  have  ob- 
served in  divers  records  of  those  eyres,  agreeable  to  that  old  rule,  *  Optimus  in- 
ttrpres  rerum  usus,^ "  However  general  the  words  of  ancient  deeds  may  be, 
they  are  to  be  construed,  as  Lord  Coke  says,  by  evidence  of  the  manner  in  which 
they  have  been  possessed  and  used  :  per  Lord  Ellenborough,  in  Weld  v.  Hornby ^ 
7  East  199.  Long  user  may  serve  to  explain  an  ambiguous  Act  of  Parliament : 
Stewart  v.  Xatoton,  1  Bing.  (8  E.  C.  L.  R.)  377.  To  explain  what  is  meant  by 
"  tithes"  in  a  crown  grant,  contemporaneous  leases  and  other  extrinsic  evidence 
and  testimony  are  admissible  to  show  the  kind  of  tithes  intended  to  be  conveyed  : 
Linton  School  v.  Scarlett,  2  Y.  &  J,  330 ;  and  see  Doe  v.  Beviss,  7  C.  &  B.  (62 
B.  C.  L.  R.)  456. 
'  See  E.  V.  Hogg,  1  T.  R.  728. 

*  See  the  observations  of  Buller,  J.,  Blankley  v.  WinstanUy,  3  1.  R.  228. 

*  6  T.  R.  383.  Where  the  nomination  of  a  curate  was,  by  a  deed  of  1656,  given 
to  the  ^*  inhabitants,"  it  was  held  that  the  word  was  properly  explained  by  past 
usage  to  mean  *'  all  housekeepers." 

"  4  East  327. 
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charter  according17.^  Usage  was,  on  the  same  principle,  admitted 
as  explanatory  evidence  as  to  the  mode  of  presentation,  where  a  pre- 
sentation to  a  curacy  had  been  given  by  deed  ninety  years  before 
to  the  parishioners  and  inhabitants  of  Clerkenw^ell.^  Also,  in  order 
to  show  that  an  act,  which  by  the  terms  of  a  charter  was  committed 
to  the  mayor,  aldermen  and  burgesses,  or  the  greater  part  of  them, 
was  well  executed  by  the  majority  present  at  a  regular  meeting, 
although  not  by  a  majority  of  the  whole  number ;'  that  a  presentation 
given  by  a  charter  to  the  mayor,  aldermen  and  burgesses,  was  pro- 
perly executed  by  the  mayor  and  aldermen  only;*  that  the  justices 
of  a  county  have  a  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  the  justices  of  a 
r*fiQ81  ^^^^^g'^j^  under  the  particular  *charter.  Again,  where  the 
power  of  appointing  a  schoolmaster  was  given  to  the  minister 
and  churchwardens,  to  show  that  an  appointment  by  the  minister  and 
a  majority  of  the  churchwardens  is  good.^  And  a  charter  of  Richard 
II.,  empowering  the  Merchant  Tailors'  Company  to  elect  a  master 
and  warden  de  scriptis,  but  not  prescribing  the  mode,  was  considered 
to  be  properly  construed  in  that  respect  by  the  usage.^ 

It  is  not  essential  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence  of  usage  that  the 
instances  proved  should  be  as  ancient  as  the  deed ;  a  custom  from 

'  Lord  EUenborough  said,  that  without  resorting  to  any  assistance  from  con- 
temporaneous and  subsequently  continuing  usage  (to  which,  however,  in  such 
cases,  upon  the  best  authorities  in  the  law,  resort  may  allowably  be  had],  on  the 
face  of  the  charter  itself,  by  a  fair  construction  of  it,  commonalty  does  include 
aldermen. 

y  Attorn^- General  v.  Parker ,  3  Atk.  576  ;  Aitomey- General  v.  Foster,  10  Yes. 
335;  E.v.  Davies,  6  Ad.  &  E.  (33  E.  C.  L.  R.)  374. 

'  E,  V.  VarlOf  Cowp.  248.  But  as  to  the  decision  in  this  case,  vide  infra,  p.  699, 
note  (f).  See  also  E,  v.  Osboume,  4  East  327  *,  Bailiffs  of  Tewkesbury  v.  Brick' 
nell,  2  Taunt.  120 ;  E.  v.  Mayor  of  Chester,  1  M.  &  S.  101 ;  Chad  v.  TOsed,  2  B. 
&  B.  (6  E.  C.  L.  R.)  409;  E.  v.  Mayor,  Ac,  of  Stratford-upon-Avon,  14  East 
348  ;  Mayor  of  London,  Sc,  v.  Long,  I  Camp.  22 ;  Weld  v*  Hornby,  7  East  199 ; 
see  also  E,  v.  Mayor  of  St,  Alban's^  12  East  559. 

*  Gape  V.  Bandley,  3  T.'R.  288,  n. 

^  Blaiikley  v.  Winstanley,  3  T.  R.  279.  Note,  Buller,  J.,  observed  that ''  Usage 
consistent  with  the  charter  has  prevailed  for  one  hundred  and  ninety  years  past, 
and  if  the  words  of  the  charter  were  more  disputable  than  they  are,  I  think  that 
ought  to  govern  the  case.  There  are  cases  in  which  the  court  has  held  that 
settled  usage  would  go  a  great  way  to  control  the  words  of  a  charter ;  and  it 
is  for  the  sake  of  quieting  corporations  that  this  court  has  always  upheld  long 
usage,  where  it  was  possible,  though  recent  usage  would  perhaps  not  have 
much  weight."  And  see  per  Patteson,  J.,  E.  v.  Atwood,  4  B.  &  Ad.  (24  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  507. 

«  Withnett  V.  Gartham,  6  T.  R.  388. 

«  B.  V.  Atwood,  4  B.  &  Ad.  (24  E.  C.  L.  R.)  481. 
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time  of  legal  memory  is  frequently  established  by  evidence  of  facts 
done  at  a  much  later  period/ 

Where,  however,  the  terms  of  an  ancient  charter  are  not  in  them- 
selves doubtful,  either  from  the  use  of  equivocal  and  obscure  terms, 
or  in  point  of  legal  construction,  evidence  of  usage  can  no  longer 
avail ;  its  legitimate  object  is  to  remove  doubts  ;  its  functions  there- 
fore cease  where  no  doubt  exists ;  and  to  admit  it  in  such  a  case 
would  be  not  to  obviate,  but  to  create  doubts.  Where  a  statute  con- 
stituted a  body  of  forty-eight,  with  power,  in  conjunction  with  certain 
others,  to  do  corporate  acts  in  the  town  of  Northampton,  it  was  held 
that  an  usage  of  three  hundred  years'  continuance  was  unavailable 
to  show  that  the  attendance  of  a  majority  of  forty-eight  was  not 
requisite,  the  general  question  having  been  '''already  settled,  pggoi 
that  where  such  powers  are  delegated  to  a  definite  body,  the 
attendance  of  a  majority  of  that  body  is  essential.' 

To  decide  whether  the  construction  of  a  charter  be  so  doubtful  as 
to  admit  of  explanation  from  usage,  or  whether,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  terms  be  so  intelligible  in  their  usual  plain  and  ordinary  sense,  or 
by  any  necessary  construction  of  law,  with  reference  to  antecedent 
decisions,  is  obviously  a  pure  question  of  law.'  The  ambiguity,  to 
require  such  aid,  must  clearly  be  such  as  arises  upon  reading  the 
instrument  itself,  independent  of  any  extrinsic  considerations;  and 
unless  a  doubt  arises  from  that  source  usage  can  avail  nothing ;  for 
if  it  be  consistent  with  the  legal  construction  of  the  deed,  it  is  unim- 
portant ;  if  it  be  contrary  to  such  construction,  to  admit  it  would  be, 
not  to  explain,  but  to  subvert,  an  authentic  instrument  by  the  aid  of 
presumption  and  opinion.     In  the  case  of  Stammers  v.  Dixon^  where 

*  See  Lord  Kenyon^s  observations  in  Withnell  v.  Gartham^  6  T.  R.  388  ;  where 
the  question  was  upon  the  construction  of  an  ancient  deed,  granting  to  the 
minister  and  churchwardens  of  a  parish  the  power  of  appointing  a  school- 
master. 

'  R,  V.  Miller,  6  T.  R.  268  ;  and  see  R.  v.  Bdlringer,  4  T.  R.  810.  There  the 
charter  of  Bodmin  gave  power  to  a  definite  body,  which  was  exercised  by  a  ma- 
jority of  the  subsisting  body,  but  not  by  a  majority  of  the  definite  number. 
Usage  was  adduced  to  show  that  a  majority  of  the  definite  number  was  essential ; 
but  the  court  declined  to  decide  upon  the  validity  of  the  usage  alleged,  being  of 
opinion,  upon  the  construction  of  the  charter,  and  without  reference  to  usage, 
that  a  msgority  of  the  whole  definite  body  was  requisite :  see  Bailiffs  of  God- 
mancheater  v.  Phillips,  4  A.  &  E.  (31  E.  C.  L.  R.)  550. 

■  See  the  observations  of  Sir  D.  Evans  on  this  head,  2  Evans's  Pothier  213, 
et  sequent. 

^  7  East  200 ;  Lard  Petre  v.  Bleneoe,  4  Gwill.  1484 ;  see^^r  Wilde,  C.  J.,  Cox 
V.  Glue,  5  C.  B.  548  ;  Doe  v.  BeHss,  7  C.  B.  (62  E.  C.  L.  R.)  483. 
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the  ancient  admissions  of  the  copyholders  were  to  land  by  the  de- 
scription of  treB  acras  prati^  it  was  held  that  evidence  was  admissible 
to  show,  from  acts  of  enjoyment,  that  the  admission  must  be  con- 
strued to  mean  prima  tonsura  only.  Even  in  the  case  of  a  statute, 
universal  usage  has  sometimes  been  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  ex- 
plaining  doubtful  terms.^  And  in  the  case  of  Withnell  v. 
^  J  Gartham^  *it  was  held  that  evidence  of  usage  was  as  much 
admissible  to  construe  a  deed  made  by  the  founder  of  a  school,  though 
a  private  person,  as  in  the  case  of  the  King's  charter. 

The  doctrine  of  applying  evidence  of  contemporaneous  usage  to 
the  construction  of  ancient  deeds,  has,  it  appears,  been  applied. to 
merely  private  as  well  as  to  puilie  instruments ;'  but  it  is  obvious 
that  the  reasons  for  allowing  it  in  the  former  case  apply  with  much 
less  force,  inasmuch  as  the  mere  assent  and  acquiescence  of  a  private 
person,  who  may  have  been  ignorant  of  his  rights,  affords  a  presump- 
tion very  inferior  in  weight  to  that  which  is  to  be  derived  from  the 
long-established  practice  and  usage  of  a  public  body.  The  applica- 
tion of  this  principle  to  the  case  of  private  instruments  has,  however, 
been  denied  in  two  instances"^  in  equity,  and  it  seems  to  be  very 

*  Sheppard  v.  Oomold^  Vaugh.  169 ;  R.  v.  ScoU^  3  T.  R.  604 ;  Corporation  of 
Dunbar  v.  Duchess  of  Eoxbury,  3  Gl.  &  F.  33.  But,  in  general,  evidence  is  not 
admissible  to  explain  the  meaning  of  a  statute,  as  to  show  what  is  meant  by 
the  word  square  according  to  the  technical  usage  of  the  trade :  The  Attorney' 
General  v.  The  Plate  Glass  Co.,  1  Anst.  39.  Where  a  contract  is  for  so  many 
bushels  of  com,  statutory  bushels  must  be  intended :  Hoekin  v.  Cooke,  4  T.  R. 
314. 

^  6  T.  R.  388.  Lord  Kenyon  observed,  that  if  there  were  any  difference,  it 
would  be  in  favor  of  the  admissibility  in  the  case  of  a  private  deed,  for  the 
Eing^s  grants  are  not  construed  strongly  against  the  grantor,  as  private  deeds  are. 

'  In  the  case  of  Cooke  v.  Booth,  Cowp.  819,  the  doctrine  was  extended  to  a 
subject  of  a  nature  merely  private.  A  lease  contained  a  covenant  of  renewal ; 
the  question  was,  whether  by  the  terms  of  the  covenant  each  subsequent  lease 
was  to  contain  a  similar  covenant ;  and  as  there  had  been  several  successive  re- 
newals, with  similar  covenants,  the  court  held  that  the  parties  by  their  practice 
had  put  their  own  construction  on  the  covenant,  and  were  bound  by  it.  Where 
the  terms  of  an  award  are  ambiguous  in  relation  to  a  road,  subsequent  usage  is 
admissible  in  explanation  of  its  meaning:  Wadley  v.  Bayliss,.b  Taunt.  (1  £.  G. 
L.  R.)  752. 

■  Bayham  v.  Gay's  Hospital,  3  Ves.  298  ;  6  Ves.  237.  In  the  case  of  Iggulden 
V.  May,  in  error,  2  N.  R.  449,  Mansfield,  G.  J.,  in  giving  judgment,  observed 
upon  the  case  of  Cooke  v.  Booth,  "  We  think  that  was  the  first  time  that  the  acts 
of  the  parties  to  a  deed  were  ever  made  use  of  in  a  court  of  law  to  assist  the 
construction  of  that  deed  ;*'  s.  c.  7  East  237.  In  Hughes  v.  Gordon,  1  Bli.  289y 
it  was  said  that  evidence  to  explain  a  deed  was  highly  dangerous,  except  in 
cases  of  fraud  or  misrepresentation ;  and  see  Clifton  v.  Walnusley,  5  T.  R.  564 . 
Clinan  v.  Cooke,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  22 ;  Stammers  v.  Dixon^  7  East  200. 
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doubtful  *whether  such  evidence  would  now  be  received  in  a 
court  of  law.  L        J 

Where  terms  are  used  which  are  known  and  understood  hj  a  par- 
ticular class  of  persons,  in  a  certain  special  and  peculiar  sense,  evi- 
dence to  that  effect  is  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  applying  the  in- 
strument to  its  proper  subject-matter ;  and  the  case  seems  to  fall 
within  the  same  consideration  as  if  the  parties  in  framing  their  con- 
tract had  made  use  of  a  foreign  language,  which  courts  are  not  bound 
to  understand.  Such  an  instrument  is  not  on  that  account  void:  it 
is  certain  and  definite  for  all  legal  purposes,  because  it  can  be  made 
so  in  evidence  through  the  medium  of  an  interpreter.  Conformably 
with  these  principles,  the  courts  have  long  allowed  mercantile  instru- 
ments to  be  expounded  according  to  the  usage  and  custom  of  mer- 
chants, who  have  a  style  and  language  peculiar  to  themselves,  of 
which  usage  and  custom  are  the  legitimate  interpreters.*^ 

^  A  jury  may  properly  judge  of  the  meaning  of  mercantile  phrases  in  the 
letters  of  merchants:  Luciis  v.  Oi'oning,  7  Taant.  (2  E.  0.  L.  R.)  164;  McUlan 
V.  May,  13  M.  &  W.  511.  Hence  witnesses  may  be  called  to  show  that  a  par- 
ticular expression  in  a  commercial  contract  is  understood  in  the  mercantile 
world,  in  a  different  sense  from  its  ordinary  import :  Chaurand  and  another  ▼. 
Angersteiny  Peake,  C.  43.  Or  that  particular  meaning  was  affixed  to  a  word  of 
indeterminate  signification  (privilege),  in  a  previous  conversation  between  the 
parties :  Birch  and  another  v.  Depeyster,  4  Gamp.  C.  385 ;  1  Stark.  G.  (2  £.  G.  L. 
R.)210,s.c.;  andsee/^^u;(2«nv.  JrayJEa8t237;  9ye8.325;  2  N.R.449,s.c.  A 
bill  of  lading  contains  a  memorandum,  '*  to  be  discharged  in  fourteen  days,"  or 
pay  ^v%  guineas  a  day  demurrage ;  evidence  of  usage  may  be  adduced  to  show, 
that  working  daya^  and  not  running  days  are  meant :  Cochran  v.  Retberg,  3  Esp. 
0.  121.  Parol  evidence  may  likewise  be  given  to  show  that  in  a  particular 
place,  trade  or  business,  e,  g.,  that  of  an  auctioneer,  the  term  ^*  month^'  means 
calendar,  and  not  lunar  month :  Simpson  v.  Margitson,  11  Q.  B.  (63  E.  G.  L. 
R.)  23.  So,  to  show  that  in  the  theatrical  world  an  engagement  for  three  years 
means  three  seasons :  Grant  v.  Maddox,  15  M.  &W,  737.  So,  to  show  that  in 
matters  connected  with  the  rabbit  warrens  in  a  certain  district,  a  thousand 
rabbits  means  twelve  hundred:  Smith  v.  Wilson,  3  B.  &  Ad.  (23  E.  G  L  R.) 
728.  By  a  charter,  a  vessel  with  a  cargo  of  coals  to  Algiers  was  to  be  unloaded 
at  a  certain  rate  per  day,  and  if  detained  longer  the  charterer  was  to  pay  so 
much  per  day  from  the  time  of  the  vessel  being  ready  to  unload,  and  in  turn  to 
deliver.  Evidence  to  show  that  in  the  port  of  Algiers  these  words  had  acquired 
a  particular  meaning  was  held  admissible :  Robertson  v.  Jackson,  2  G.  B.  (52  E* 
G.  L.  R.)  412.  So,  to  show  what  is  the  meaning  in  a  bill  nf  lading  of  a  de- 
livery "  in  LoVidon  :"  Bourne  v.  Oatleffe,  3  M.  Jb  G.  (42  E.  G.  L.  R.)  643.  And 
where  timber  was  sold  warranted  ''  sound,"  and  the  issue  was  whether  it  was 
sound,  evidence  was  admitted  to  show  that  in  the  timber  trade  the  word  sound 

^  Parol  evidence  is  always  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  applying  a  written 
instniment  to  its  proper  subject-matter :  Bennett  v.  Pierce,  28  Gonn.  315 ;  Hul- 
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*Tlius,  a  general  warranty  in  a  policy  of  insurance  to  de- 
^        J   part  with  convoy,  may  be  proved,  according  to   mercantile 

had  a  technical  meaning,  and  did  not  import  absolute  freedom  from  defects : 
Woodhouse  v.  Swift,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  310.  Evidence  of  a  communi- 
cation to  the  insurer  is  admissible  to  define  what  otherwise  is  indefinite :  Urqu- 
hart  v.  Barnard  J  1  Taunt.  450 ;  but  in  general,  in  the  construction  of  an  agree- 
ment or  deed,  the  conduct  or  correspondence  of  the  parties  cannot  be  taken 
into  consideration :  see  Simpson  v.  Margitson,  11  Q.  B.  (63  E.  C.  L.  R.)  23 ; 
Sugden^s  Concise  View  of  the  Law  of  Vendors  and  Purchasers,  p.  116.  Where 
an  entry  made  by  a  clerk  since  deceased  is  ambiguous,  a  person  conversant 
with  the  mode  in  the  office  in  which  the  business  was  conducted  may  be  called 
to  explain  a  particular  item :  Hood  v.  Reeve,  3  G.  &  P.  (14  E.  C.  L.  R.)  532.  In 
trover  for  goods  sent  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  a  packer,  and  expressed 
in  the  receipt  to  have  been  received  on  account  of  the  plaintiff  for  M.,  the  party 
to  whom  they  had  been  sold  ;  it  was  held,  that  evidence  of  the  usage  of  trade 
was  admissible  to  explain  the  meaning  of  ambiguous  terms  in  such  receipt : 
Bowman  v.  Horsey,  2  M.  &  R.  85 ;  see  Syers  v.  Bridge,  Doug.  527 ;  Edie  v.  Ea^t 
India  Company,  2  Burr.  1216  ;  1  Yes.  459.  But  evidence  that  **  last'*  imported 
foreign,  not  English  measure,  was  held  inadmissible :  MoUer  v.  Living,  4  Taunt. 
102;  and  see  Hoekin  v.  Cooke,  4  T.  R.  314.  And  Cresswell,  J.,  refused  to 
admit  evidence  of  what  was  meant  by  "  building"  in  a  contract  for  building 
cottages :  Charlton  v.  Qibson,  1  C.  &  K.  (47  £.  0.  L.  R.)  541 ;  see  Shore  v.  Wilson, 
9  CI.  &  F.  499.  So  evidence  to  show  that  cargo  and  freight  apply  to  passengers 
as  well  as  goods  has  been  rejected  as  inadmissible :  Lewis  v.  Marshall,  7  M.  & 
G.  (49  £.  C.  L.  R.)  729 ;  or  that  a  contract  to  sell  Ware  potatoes  meant  a  par- 
ticular sort  of  Ware  potatoes :  Smith  v.  Jeffreys,  15  M.  &  W.  561. 

ton  V.  Arnitt,  51  III.  198  ;  Hughes  v.  Sandal,  25  Tex.  162  ;  Slate  v.  Hagood,  23 
Ark.  553 ;  Webster  v.  Blount,  39  Mo.  500  ;  Rugg  v.  Hale,  40  Vt.  138 ;  Gould  v. 
Lee,  5  P.  F.  Smith  99  ;  Ames  v.  St.  Paul  R,  R.  Co.,  12  Minn.  412 ;  Marshall  y. 
GHdl€y,iQ  III.  247;  Sargeant  y.  Solberg,  22  Wis.  132;  Young  v.  Twigg,  27 
Md.  620 ;  Creasy  v.  Alverson,  43  Mo.  13 ;  Su>olt  v.  Shumway,  102  Mass.  365. 

In  a  mercantile  transaction,  where  the  terms  of  a  written  instrument  are  tech- 
nical or  equivocal  on  its  face,  or  are  made  so  by  reference  to  extraneous  cir- 
cumstances, parol  evidence  of  the  usage  and  practice  in  the  trade  is  admissible 
to  explain  their  meaning:  William  v.  Wood,  16  Md.  220  ;  Myers  v.  Walker,  24 
III.  133.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  explain  the  meaning  of  a  technical 
term,  the  signification  of  which  is  only  known  to  those  engaged  in  the  trade : 
Smith  V.  Clayton,  5  Dutch.  357  ;  New  Jersey  Co.  v.  Boston,  2  McCarter  418. 

A  bill  of  lading  cannot  be  contradicted  or  varied  by  parol  evidence :  Cox  v. 
Peterson,  30  Ala.  608 ;  Indianapolis  Railroad  Co.  v.  Remmy,  13  Ind.  518 ; 
Arnold  v.  Jones,  26  Tex.  335.  Contra,  Baker  v.  Michigan  R.  R.  6h.,  42  111.  73 ; 
Goddard  v.  MMory,  52  Barb.  87  ;  Baltimore  Steamboat  Co.  v.  B^own,  4  P.  F. 
Smith  77  *,  Hedricks  v.  Steamship  Morning  Star,  18  La.  Ann.  353 ;  Blade  v. 
Chicago  Railroad  Co.,  10  Wis.  4.  A  statement  contained  in  a  receipted  bill  for 
towing,  delivered  in  advance  to  the  owner  of  the  vessel  towed,  that  the  towing 
is  '^  at  the  risk  of  the  owner  or  master  of  the  vessel  towed,' ^  is  a  contract  in 
writing,  within  the  rule  which  excludes  parol  evidence  to  contradict  or  vary  its 
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♦usage  and  understanding,  to  be  satisfied  by  a  joining  of 
convoy  at  the  nearest  usual  place  of  rendezvous.^  ^        -* 

So,  where,  upon  the  sale  of  a  cargo,  the  vendor  covenanted  to  pay 
all  duties,  allowdncesj  &c.,  to  be  taken  out  of  them,  he  was  permitted 

*  LeihuUier^s  case,  2  Salk.  443.  In  Lilly  v.  Ewer^  Doagl.  72,  evidence  of  mer- 
chants was  received  upon  the  question  whether  *'  sailing  with  convoy  ^*  meant 
for  the  whole  voyage  or  not.  In  Robertson  v.  French,  4  East  130,  Lord  Ellen- 
borongh  observed,  that  the  same  rnles  which  applied  to  all  other  instruments  • 
applied  also  to  a  policy  of  insurance,  that  is,  to  be  construed  according  to  its 
sense  and  meaning,  as  collected,  in  the  first  place,  from  the  terms  used  in  it, 
which  are  to  be  understood  in  their  plain,  ordinary  and  popular  sense,  unless 
they  have  generally  in  respect  of  the  subject,  as  by  the  known  usage  of  trade, 
or  the  like,  acquired  a  peculiar  sense  distinct  from  the  popular  sense  of  the 

word :  Salvador  v.  Hopkins,  3  Burr.  1707. 

Ill  I  - 

terms :  Milton  v.  Hudson  Eiver  Steamboat  Co.,  4  Lans.  76.  For  other  cases  in 
which  parol  evidence  is  admissible,  see  Locke  v.  JRotoell,  48  N.  H.  46 ;  Cany  v. 
Bright,  8  P.  F.  Smith  70 ;  Naile  v.  Peirce,  32  Md.  327  ;  Pike  v.  Fay,  101  Mass. 
134 ;  Gr<M/  V.  Ogler,  2  Bush  256 ;  Cunningham  v.  Parks,  97  Mass.  172 ;  Willis 
V.  Femald,  33  N.  J.  (Law)  206  ;  Hotchkiss  v.  Barnes,  34  Conn.  27 ;  Hutchins  v. 
Hibbard,  34  N.  T.  24 ;  Banaby  v.  Suaer,  18  La.  Ann.  148.  It  is  admissible  to 
show  an  independent  collateral  contract  as  inducement  to  or  consideration  for 
the  written  instrument :  Flanders  v.  Fay,  27  Ind.  72 ;  Bonney  v.  Morrill,  57 
Me.  368 ;  Bussdl  v.  WiUard,  44  Vt.  44 ;  Hubbdl  v.  Ream,  31  Iowa  289 ;  Lytle 
V.  Barr,  7  Gald.  303 ;  Vanderkarr  v.  Thompson,  19  Mich.  82 ;  Shepherd  v. 
Wysong,  3  W.  Va.  46 ;  Branch  v.  Wilson,  12  Fla.  543 ;  Perry  v.  Central  R.  R. 
Co,,  5  Gald.  138.  When  a  written  contract  for  the  sale  of  real  estate  is  silent  as 
to  the  mode  in  which  payment  is  to  be  made,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to 
show  how  and  in  what  payment  was  to  be  made,  that  being  an  independent  col- 
lateral fact :  Paul  v.  Owings,  32  Md.  402.  Parol  evidence  of  an  agreement  in 
regard  to  the  application  of  a  payment  under  a  written  agreement  is  admissi- 
ble: Foster  v.  McGraw,  14  P.  F.  Smith  464;  Wright  v.  Smith,  82  Mass.  499. 
Grantee  may  disprove  collateral  facts  recited  in  the  grant  not  essential  to  the 
validity  of  the  conveyance :  IngersoU  v.  Truebody,  40  Gal.  603.  Facts  existing 
at  the  time  and  circumstances  attending  the  execution  of  a  paper  may  be  given 
in  evidence  to  explain  it:  Richards  v.  Schlegelmick,  65  N.  C.  150;  Foster  y. 
McGraw,  14  P.  F.  Smith  464.  As  between  the  parties  liable  upon  a  promis- 
sory note  or  bill  of  exchange  the  form  of  the  instrument  is  not  conclusive,  but 
their  actual  relations  may  be  shown  by  parol  to  be  other  than  they  appear  to 
be :  Lacy  v.  Lofton,  26  Ind.  324.  The  rule  that  parol  evidence  is  not  admissi- 
ble to  contradict  or  vary  written  contracts  or  their  legal  effect  does  not  apply 
to  cases  arising  between  sureties :  Thomas  v.  Truscott,  53  Barb.  200.  Parol 
evidence  is  adkiissible  to  show  that  the  money  expressed  in  a  written  contract 
was  Gonfederate  money:  Thorington  v.  SmiVi,  8  Wall.  1,  12.  Evidence  is  ad- 
missible to  show  that  the  respective  parties  to  a  contract  are  interested  in  its 
subject-matter  in  a  different  manner,  capacity  or  extent,  than  is  indicated  on 
the  face  of  the  contract,  or  to  show  who  are  the  real  principals  in  the  transac- 
tions to  which  the  contract  relates :  Ellis  v.  Crawford,  39  Gal.  523. 
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to  adduce  proof  of  a  custom,  to  show  that  such  allowances  were  to 
be  limited^  to  the  price  which  he  should  receive. 

Where  it  was  stipulated  in  a  charter-party  that  the  captain  should 
receive  a  stipulated  sum  in  lieu  of  privilege  and  primage^  and  the 
question  wad,  whether  the  terms  of  the  contract  excluded  all  right 
on  the  part  of  the  captain  to  use  the  cabin  for  the  carriage  of  goods 
on  his  own  account,  Gibbs,  C.  J.,  said,  evidence  may  be  received  to 
show  the  sense  in  which  the  mercantile  part  of  the  nation  use  the 
term  privilege^  just  as  you  would  look  into  a  dictionary  to  ascertain 
the  meaning  of  a  word ;  and  it  must  be  taken  to  have  been  used  by 
the  parties  in  its  mercantile  and  established  sense.*^ 

*In  the  case  of  Cutter  v.  Powelly  where  a  promissory  note 
•■  J'  was  given  to  a  sailor,  to  be  paid  provided  he  served  on  board 
the  ship  as  second  mate  during  the  voyage,  and  he  died  before  the 
completion  of  the  voyage,  the  court,  deciding  upon  the  terms  of  the 
contract,  held  that  his  administrator  was  not  entitled  to  recover  pro 
ratd  for  the  time  during  which  he  served ;  but  it  appears  from  the 
language  of  the  court  in  that  case,  that  if  a  custom  could  have  been 
established  that  such  notes  were  in  general  use,  and  that  the  commer- 
cial world  would  have  acted  upon  them  in  a  different  sense,  they 
would  have  decided  differently.' 

It  is  to  be  observed,  that  it  has  been  questioned  by  the  highest  au- 
thorities, whether  the  practice  of  construing  mercantile  documents  by 
usage  has  not  been  carried  too  far. 

In  the  case  of  Anderson  v.  Pitcher ^^  Lord  Eldon  observed,  '^  It  is 

»  Baker  v.  Paine,  1  Ves.  459 ;  Ibid.  317  j  see  6  Vea.  366,  n. ;  Ekins  v.  Mack- 
lish,  Amb.  186  ;  Ford  y.  Hopkins,  Salk.  283 ;  Henkh  v.  Boyal  Exchange  Assu- 
rance Company,  1  Ves.  318 ;  Thomas  v.  Frazer,  3  Ves.  jun.  399  ;  10  Ves.  227. 

4  Birch  y.  Depeyster,  1  Stark.  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  210.  And  note,  that  in  that 
case  the  same  learned  judge  admitted  eyidenoe  of  a  conversation  between  the 
parties,  to  show  in  what  sense  they  used  the  term.  He  said,  he  thought  such 
eyidenoe  fell  within  the  general  current  of  mercantile  understanding ;  since,  if 
the  term  had  been  used  in  different  trades  in  different  ways,  the  conyersation 
was  eyidenoe  to  show  in  what  sense  it  was  used  on  that  occasion.  So,  evidence 
has  been  admitted  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  understanding  of  mariners  in 
geographical  matters ;  as,  to  show  that  the  Mauritius  is  considered  to  be  an  East 
India  Island:  Robertson  v.  Money,  R.  &  M.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  75;  and  the  Gulf 
of  Finland  a  part  of  the  Baltic  Sea :  Uhde  v.  Walters,  3  Gamp.  16. 

'  Cutter  y.  Powdl,  6  T.  R.  320. 

'2  B.  &  P.  164.  The  question  in  that  case  was  as  to  the  meaning  of  a  war- 
ranty (contained  in  a  policy)  to  depart  with  convoy ;  and  it  was  held  that  it 
is  not  complied  with,  unless  sailing  instructions  be  obtained  before  the  ship 
leaves  the  place  of  rendeivous,  if  by  due  diligence  they  can  be  obtained.     So, 
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now  too  late  to  say  that  this  warranty  (in  a  policy  of  insurance)  is 
not  to  be  expounded  with  due  regard  to  the  usage  of  trade.  Perhaps 
it  is  to  be  lamented  that  in  policies  of  insurance  parties  should  not 
be  left  to  express  their  own  meaning  by  the  terms  of  the  instrument. 
This  seems  to  have  been  the  opinion  of  that  great  judge,  Lord  Holt.^ 
It  is  true,  indeed,  that  Lord  Mansfield,  who  may  be  considered  the 
establisher,  if  not  the  author,  of  great  part  of  this  law,  expressed 
himself  thus,  *  whenever  *you  render  additional  words  neces-  r-^^^r^f,^ 
sary,  and  multiply  them,"  you  also  multiply  doubts  and  criti-  L  J 
cisms.'  Whether,  however,  it  be  not  true,  that  as  much  subtlety  is 
raised  by  the  application  of  usage  to  the  construction  of  a  contract, 
as  by  the  introduction  of  additional  words,  might,  if  the  matter  were 
res  integray  be  reasonably  questioned." 

The  legitimate  object  of  extrinsic  evidence,  in  such  cases,  seems  to 
be  to  explain  terms  which  are  not  intelligible  to  all  who  m^y  under- 
stand the  language,  but  which  may  nevertheless  have  acquired,  by 
custom  and  usage,  a  known  definite  sense  and  meaning  amongst  a 
particular  class  of  persons,  which  can  be  well  ascertained  by  means 
of  the  testimony  of  those  who  are  conversant  with  the  peculiar  use  of 
those  terms.  The  witnesses  for  this  purpose  may  be  considered  to 
be  the  sworn  interpreters  of  the  mercantile  language  in  which  the 
contract  is  written.*  Beyond  this,  however,  *the  principle  p,^-^^, 
does  not  extend ;  merchants  are  not  prohibited  from  annex-   ^        -I 

in  the  case  of  a  bill  of  lading,  &c.,  evidence  was  admitted  to  show  what  was 
meant  by  days :"  Cochran  v.  Retberg,  3  Esp.  C.  121. 

^  LethuUier^s  c€U€j  1  Salk.  443. 

■  Lilly  T.  Eioer^  Dong.  72. 

*  Within  this  principle  numerous  cases  have  occurred,  of  which  the  following 
may  be  cited  in  addition  to  those  already  referred  to.  Parol  evidence  has  been 
held  admissible  to  show  the  meaning  of  the  word  *^  leveP'  in  a  lease  of  coal 
mines :  Clayton  v.  Gregaon,  5  Ad.  &  £.  (31  £.  G.  L.  R.)  302 ;  in  the  provision 
trade,  of  "  mess  pork  of  S.  &  Co. :"  PowtU  v.  HorUm^  2  Bing.  N.  C.  (29  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  668  ;  to  show  that,  in  the  hop  trade,  "  at  100«."  in  a  sold  note  in  these 
words,  "sold  M,  W.  18  pockets  of  Kent  hops,  at  100«.,'*  meant  100^.  per  cwt., 
and  not  per  pocket:  Spicer  v.  Cooper,  1  Q.  B.  (41  £.  G.  L.  R.)  424 ;  that  the 
word  London  has  a  colloquial  sense  other  than  that  of  the  Gity :  Mallan  v.  May, 
13  M.  Jb  W.  511 ;  that,  in  the  com  trade,  ''good  barley"  means  a  different 
quality  from  "  fine"  barley :  Hutchwson  v.  Botoker,  5  M.  &  W.  535 ;  see  Robert' 
son  V.  Jackson,  2  G.  B.  (52  E.  G.  L.  R.)  412,  supra;  that  amongst  sporting  per- 
sons a  race  ''  across  a  country"  means  straight  without  deviating  through  open 
gates :  Ik^ans  v.  Pratt,  3  M.  &  G.  (42  £.  G.  L.  R.)  759 ;  that  a  bale  of  cotton 
may  mean  a  bag  in  the  Alexandria  trade,  although  it  means  a  compressed  bale 
in  the  Levant  trade:  Taylor  v.  Briggs,  2  G.  &  P.  (12  £.  G.  L.  R.)  525.  So, 
upon  a  contract  to  pay  at  so  much  per  ton  for  goods  shipped  at  Bombay,  cotton 
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ing  what  weigbt  and  value  they  please  to  words  and  tokens  of  their 
own  peculiar  coinage,  as  may  best  suit  their  own  purposes,  but  they 
ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  alter  and  corrupt  the  sterling  language 
of  the  realm.  If  they  use  plain  and  ordinary  terms  and  expressions, 
to  which  an  unequivocal  meaning  belongs,  which  is  intelligible  to  all, 
then,  it  seems,  that  according  to  the  great  principle  so  frequently 
adverted  to,  that  plain  sense  and  meaning  ought  not  to  be  altered  by 
evidence  of  a  mercantile  understanding  and  usage.  It  is  clear,  indeed, 
that  if  a  contrary  practice  were  to  prevail,  and  be  carried  to  its  full 
extent,  the  effect  would  nearly  be  to  render  it  impossible  to  make  a 
special  contract  in  mercantile  affairs,  and  to  compel  all  persons, 
under  all  circumstances,  to  conform  to  all  the  usages  of  trade ;  the 
written  contract  would  become  a  dead  letter ;  the  question  would  not 
be,  what  is  the  actual  contract,  but  what  is  the  usage;  and  the  very 
same  terijas  would  denote  different  contracts  as  often  as  mercantile 
fashions  varied.  In  short,  the  ju%  et  norma  loquendiy  in  a  legal 
sense,  would  become  wholly  dependent  on  the  usages  of  trade.^ 
Thus,  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  explain  the  meaning  of  the 
words  ''more  or  less"  in  a  mercantile  contract;'  and  in  unusual 
contracts  evidence  that  words  or  phrases  have  a  peculiar  meaning  is 
r'*'7071  ^^^  admissible.*  '''So,  where  a  man  contracts  in  his  own 
name,  evidence  to  excuse  him  from  liability,  on  the  ground 
of  a  custom  of  trade  in  Liverpool  to  send  in  brokers'  notes  without 
disclosing  the  principal's  name,  was  rejected;  and  Alderson,  B., 
said,  ''  the  custom  offidred  to  be  proved  is  a  custom  to  violate  the 

to  be  calculated  at  fifty  cubic  feet  per  ton,  evidence  may  be  given  of  a  usage  to 
pay  according  to  the  measurement  at  Bombay :  Bottomley  v.  Forbes^  5  Bing.  N. 
G.  (35  £.  C.  L.  R.)  121.  In  like  manner,  parties  have  been  permitted  to  reoon- 
cile  apparent  variaDces  in  bought  and  sold  notes  by  the  testimony  of  brokers: 
Bold  V.  Rayner^  1  M.  &  W.  343.  Where  the  captain  of  a  ship  had  agreed  to 
convey  a  boat  for  the  plaintiff  of  stated  dimensions,  evidence  was  admitted  of 
the  practice  to  remove  the  decks  of  such  boats  when  put  on  board :  Hcsynet  v. 
Eolliday,  7  Bing.  (20  E.  G.  L.  R.)  587;  and  see  Hood  v.  Reeve,  3  G.  &  P.  (14  E. 
G.  L.  R.)  532.  In  Chaurand  v.  Angerstein^  Peake^s  G.  43,  where  it  had  been 
represented  to  an  insurer  that  the  ship  would  sail  from  St.  Domingo  in  October, 
he  was  permitted  to  show  in  his  defence  that  this  was  understood  among  the 
merchants  to  mean  between  the  25th  and  the  end  of  October ;  and  see  other 
instances,  ante,  p.  701,  note  (n),  and  p.  653.  The  admission  of  such  evidence 
seems,  however,  to  have  been  carried  further  than  either  principle  or  convenience 
warrants. 

7  See  Anderson  v.  Pitcher,  2  B.  A;  P.  168. 

«  Cross  V.  Eglin,  2  B.  A  Ad.  (22  E.  G.  L.  R.)  106. 

*  LewU  V.  Marshall,  7  M.  A;  G.  (49  £.  G.  L.  R.)  729. 
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common  law  of  England."*  Where  a  merchant  carried  on  business 
as  a  tallow  merchant  abroad,  through  an  agent  who  always  used  bis 
own  name  but  was  universally  kijiown  to  represent  the  merchant,  and 
the  agent,  after  ceasing  to  represent  him,  made  a  contract  on  his 
own  account  and  in  his  own  name  as  usual,  the  relation  between  him 
and  the  merchant  not  being  known  to  have  been  dissolved ;  evidence 
of  a  custom  in  the  tallow  trade  to  reject  on  such  contracts  the  prin- 
cipal, and  to  look  to  the  broker  for  the  fulfilment  of  the  contract, 
was  held  inadmissible."  And  the  existence  of  a  custom  in  a  district 
to  use  certain  terms  in  a  peculiar  sense  does  not  raise  a  conclusion 
of  law  that  parties  contracting  in  such  a  district  used  those  terms  in 
such  a  sense,  but  is  only  evidence  from  which  a  jury  may  draw  that 
conclusion.* 

Where  a  policy  of  insurance  (in  the  common  form)  expressed  "that 
the  insurance  on  the  said  ship  shall  continue  until  she  is  moored 
twenty-four  hours,  and  on  the  goods  till  safely  landed,"  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  held  that  evidence  of  a  usage,  that  the  risk  on  the 
goods  as  well  as  the  ship  expired  in  twenty-four  hours,"  was  inadmis- 
sible. 

♦Where  the  vendor  of  a  quantity  of  bacon  warranted  it  r*7Ao-| 
to  be  of  a  particular  quality,  it  was  held  that  he  could  not 

^  Magee  ▼.  Atkinson,  2  M.  &  W.  440 ;  Jones  v.  Littledale,  6  Ad.  &  E.  (33  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  486. 

•  Trueman  v.  Loder,  11  Ad.  &  E.  (39  E.  C.  L.  R.)  589. 

*  Claj/ion  v.  Oregson,  6  Ad.  Jb  E.  (31  E.  C.  L.  R.)  302. 

^  Parkinson  v.  Collier^  Park  on  Ins.  74.  The  practice  of  construing  mercantile 
instruments  according  to  the  custom  of  trade  was  carried  to  a  great  length  in 
the  case  of  Donaldson  t.  Forster,  Sittings  after  Mich.  Term,  29  Qeo.  III.,  Ab- 
bott's Law  of  Shipp.  275,  8th  ed.  There,  by  the  terms  of  the  charter-party,  it 
was  stipulated  that  the  merchant  should  have  the  exclusive  use  of  the  ship  out- 
wards, and  the  exclusive  privilege  of  the. cabin,  the  master  not  being  allowed  to 
take  any  passengers.  Thb  defendants  insisted  that,  under  a  charter-party  so 
worded,  it  was  the  constant  usage  of  trade  to  allow  the  master  to  take  out  a  few 
articles  for  a  private  trade.  Lord  Kenyon  admitted  evidence  to  be  given  to 
prove  this  usage,  observing,  that  although  primd  facie  the  deed  excluded  this 
privilege,  yet  he  thought  the  deed  might  be  explained  by  uniform  and  con- 
stant usage,  the  usage  being  a  tacit  exception  out  of  the  deed.  Notwith- 
standing this  high  authority,  sanctioned  as  it  has,  in  some  measure,  been  by  its 
adoption  and  insertion  in  the  very  learned  work  from  which  it'  is  cited,  some 
doubt  may  perhaps  still  be  entertained  whether  the  receiving  of  such  evidence 
be  strictly  warranted  in  principle.  It  should  be  added  that  no  verdict  was  given, 
one  of  the  jury  insisting  that  as  there  was  a  positive  contract  the  custom  was 
thereby  excluded :  see  Sir  D.  Evans's  remarjcs  in  his  edition  of  Pothier,  vol.  ii. 
p.  215. 
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give  evidence  of  a  castom  in  the  trade,  that  the  bajer  was  bound  to 
reject  the  contract  if  he  was  dissatisfied  with  it  at  the  time  of  exam- 
ining the  commodity,'  and  Heath,  J.,  who  tried  the  cause,  said  that 
it  would  breed  endless  confusion  in  the  contracts  of  mankind  if  cus- 
tom could  avail  in  such  a  case. 

So  where  words  have  a  known  legal  meaning  which  belongs  to 
them,  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  show  that  the  parties  intended  to 
use  them  in  a  difierent  sense  according  to  the  custom  of  the  country.' 

In  some  instances,  also,  where*  expressions  of  an  ambiguous  nature 
have  been  employed,  even  in  an  instrument  which  the  law,  e.  g.^  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  requires  to  be  in  writing,  parol  evidence  has  been 
admitted,  not  to  vary  the  terms  but  to  construe  the  instrument  and 
show  what  was  really  intended.  Thus,  where  the  words  used  to  ex- 
r^iTQQ-|  press  *the  consideration  of  a  guarantee  were  grammatically 
ambiguous  and  consistent  with  its  being  past  or  future;  for 
instance,  ^4n  consideration  of  your  having  this  day  advanced  to  A, 
B,  «£750,'*^  which  might  mean  in  consideration  '^that  you  had  then 

'  Teats  v.  Pirn,  Holt's  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  96;  6  Taunt.  (1  E.  C.  L.  R.)  446 : 
but  see  Bytoater  v.  Richardson^  supra,  p.  655,  n.  (c). 

«  Doe  dem,  Spicer  v.  Lea,  11  East  312 ;  see  per  Parke,  B.,  Sutton  ▼.  Temple, 
12  M.  &  W.  63 ;  see  Custom.  To  what  extent  the  silence  of  a  mercantile  con- 
tract on  a  particular  point  may  be  supplied  by  evidence  of  the  general  course  and 
usage  of  trade  is  a  question,  which  it  would  be  difficult  to  answer  with  exactness 
and  precision :  per  Tindal,  C.  J.,  Whittaker  v.  Mason,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  (29  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  369. 

*•  Goldshede  v.  Su!a.n,  1  Ex.  154.  In  Haigh  v.  Brooks,  10  A.  &  E.  (73  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  309,  a  guarantee  was  in  these  words:  '^  Mr.  H.,  In  consideration  of  your 
being  in  advance  to  L.  in  the  sum  of  £10,000  for  the  purchase  of  cotton,  I  do 
hereby  give  you  my  guarantee  for  that  amount  on  their  behalf.  J,  B^  The 
objection  being  that  a  past  consideration  alone  was  contemplated  by  the  instru- 
ment, the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  held,  on  writ  of  error,  that  there  was 
in  this  guarantee  an  ambiguity  which  might  be  explained  by  evidence.  So  in 
Butcher  v.  Stewart,  11  M.  AW.  875,  where  the  words  were  "  having  released;" 
and  Edwards  v.  Jevons,  8  C.  B.  (65  E.  C.  L.  R.)  436,  where  the  words  were 
'•giving  credit."  In  Bainbridge  v.  Wade,  20  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  7,  where  the  words 
were  **  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  due  to  you  from  X.,  the  amount  not  to  exceed 
at  any  time  the  sum  of  £100,"  the  court  held  that  there  was  such  an  ambiguity 
as  might  be  explained  by  parol  evidence  of  the  circumstances  of  the  parties 
when  the  guarantee  was  given.  So,  where  in  a  contract  to  be  pud  at  a  certain 
ratA,  if  an  estate  were  sold  by  auction;  but  at  a  less  rate  if  it  were  not  sold 
within  two  months ;  although  four  weeks  is  the  primary  meaning  of  the  word 
month,  the  judge  may  construe  it  to  mean  calendar  months,  if  such  appears  to 
be  the  intention  of  the  parties  from  surrounding  circumstances  at  the  time  of 
making  the  contract:  Simpson  v.  Margitson,  11  Q.  B.  (63  £.  C.  L.  R.)  23  ;  CV>^ 
bourn  V.  Dawson,  20  L.  J.,  C.  P.  154. 
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actually  advanced,"  or  ^^that  yoa  shall  have  this  day  advanced," 
evidence  was  admitted  to  show  that  the  advance  in  fact  was  not  a 
past  one,  bat  was  made  at  the  same  time  as  the  guarantee  was  exe- 
cuted. 

Instances  have  also  occurred  in  which  cipher  abbreviations,^  or 
other  like  known  means,  have  been  used  in  contracts  or  other  instru- 
ments ;  in  such  cases  parol  evidence  is  necessarily  admitted,  for  the 
reasons  already  pointed  out,^  to  ascertain  their  meaning.  Thus, 
where  in  abet  on  a  mat«h  to  run  one  greyhound  against  w-^^^r.-. 
another  *the  letters  P.  P.  were  added,  parol  evidence  was  ^  J 
admitted  to  show  that  they  meant  "pltiy  or  pay."* 

In  many  instances,  too,  evidence  of  custom  and  usage  is  admissible 
for  the  purpose  of  annexing  incidents  to  the  terms  of  a  written  instru- 
ment, concerning  which  the  instrument  is  silent ;  although,  if  any 
condition  or  term  in  the  contract'  is  necessarily  repugnant  to  or  in- 
consistent with  the  custom,  the  latter  is  excluded."^  The  principle 
upon  which  such  evidence  is  admissible,  seems  to  be  a  reasonable 
presumption  that  the  parties  did  not  express  the  whole  of  their  in- 
tention, but  meant  to  be  guided  by  custom  as  to  such  particulars  as 
are  generally  known  to  be  annexed  by  custom  and  usage  to  similar 
dealings.  It  is  evident  that  in  commercial  affairs,  and  all  the  other 
usual  and  common  transactions  of  life,  it  would  be  attended  with 
great  inconvenience  that  the  well-known  ordinary  practice  and  usage 
on  the  subject  should  not  be  tacitly  annexed,  by  virtue  of  such  a 
presumption,  to  the  terms  of  a  contract,  and  that  the  parties  should 
either  be  deprived  of  the  certainty  and  advantage  to  be  derived  from 
the  known  course  of  dealing,  or  be  placed  under  the  necessity  of 
laboriously  specifying  in  their  contracts  by  what  particular  usages 
they  meant  to  be  bound. 

It  is  unnecessary  to'  allude  to  the  numerous  instances  in  which, 
upon  the  same  principle,  the  law  itself  annexes  its  own  terms  to  a 
contract.  If  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods  be  silent  as  to  the  time 
of  delivery,  the  law  annexes  the  term  that  they  shall  be  delivered 
within  a  reasonable  time.  A  bill  of  exchange  is  payable  at  a  certain 
day ;  but  the  law  allows  three  additional  days  of  grace,  concerning 
which  the  instrument  is  silent.  The  instance  of  a  bill  of  exchange  is 
also  a  strong  one  to  show  how  far  custom  operates  to  annex  terms  not 
expressed  in  the  instrument. 

J  Goblet  v.  Beecheyand  others,  Executors  ofNoUekenSj  3  Sim.  24. 
*  Supra,  p.  701. 
Daintree  ▼.  Hutchinson,  10  M.  &  W.  85. 
"  Boon  V.  Whitn^  Union,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  814. 
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It  has  been  held  that  a  tenant  might  avail  himself  of  a 
L  J  *local  custom  to  take  an  away-going  crop  after  the  expira- 
tion of  his  term  under  a  lea<se ;  for  the  custom  did  not  alter  or  contra- 
dict the  terms  of  the  lease,  but  merely  superadded  a  right  conse- 
quential to  the  taking.*^  Where  the  stipulations  in  a  lease  as  to  the 
mode  of  cultivation  applied  only  to  the  holding  during  the  tenancy^ 
but  were  wholly  silent  as  to  the  terms  of  quitting :  it  was  held  that 
an  affirmative  covenant,  that  the  wheat  lands  should  be  summer-fal- 
lowed, and  an  affirmative  custom  for  thep  off-going  tenant  to  have 
one  proportion  of  the  wheat  for  a  way-going  crop,  if  sown  after  a 
summer-fallow,  and  another  proportion  if  sown  after  turnips,  were 
not  so  inconsistent  that  the  tenant  might  not  be  entitled  to  his  share 
of  wheat  growing  at  the  determination  of  the  tenancy  after  a  crop 
of  turnips,  the  landlord  having  a  right  of  action,  if  the  covenant  had 
not  been  observed.^  Upon  the  same  principle,  evidence  was  admitted 
to  show  that  a  heriot  was  due  on  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life, 
although  that  duty  was  not  expressed  in  the  lease.''  So  it  has  been 
held  that  a  custom  for  an  away-going  tenant  to  provide  work  and 
labor,  tillage  and  sowing,  and  all  materials  for  the  same,  in  his 
away-going  year,  the  landlord  making  him  a  reasonable  compensation, 
is  not  excluded  by  an  express  written  agreement  between  the  land- 
lord and  tenant,  which  is  consistent  with  such  a  custom.^ 

The  presumption  necessarily  ceases  where  it  can  be  collected,  from 
the  terms  of  the  instrument,  that  it  was  contrary  to  the  intention  of 
r*7121  ^^^  contracting  parties,  in  the  ^particular  instance  to  be 
guided  by  the  custom :  as  where  the  parties  have  actually 
expressed  an  intention  different  from  the  custom,  for  then  according 
to  the  general  rule  of  law,  expressum  facit  cessare  taciturn  ;  or  even 
where  a  contrary  intention  may  be  inferred  from  the  terms  of  the 
contract.  Thus,  where  the  lease  specified  certain  payments  to  be 
made  by  the  in-coming  to  the  out-going  tenant  at  the  time  of  quitting, 
but  specified  no  payment  for  foldage,  it  was  held  that  this  agreement 

^  WiggUsworth  v.  Dallison,  Dougl.  201 ;  and  see  the  notes,  1  Smith,  L.  C,  p. 
299. 

•  Holding  v.  Pigott,  7  Bing.  (20  E.  C.  L.  R.)  465. 

P  Per  cur.  White  v.  Sayer,  Pam.  211. 

«  Senior  v.  Armitage,  Holt's  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  197 ;  see  DaJhy  v.  Hirst,  1  B. 
&  B.  (5  £.  C.  L.  R.)  224.  A  usage  for  a  landlord  to  compensate  the  off-going 
tenant  for  tilling,  fallowing,  and  manuring  arable  and  meadow  land,  according 
to  good  husbandry,  and  from  which  the  tenant  can  receive  no  benefit,  is  reason- 
able, and  is  to  be  considered  not  as  a  custom  but  a  usage,  and  need  not  be  from 
time  immemorial :  see  Roxhurghe,  Duke  of^  v.  Eoberton,  2  Bligh  156. 
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excluded  the  operation  of  a  custom  for  the  in-coming  tenant  to  pay 
to  the  out-going  tenant  an  allowance  for  foldage/ 

But  a  stipulation  as  to  quitting  does  not  exclude  so  much  of  a  cus- 
tom as  is  not  inconsistent  with  such  stipulation.  Where  a  lease  pro- 
vided for  the  tenant's  spreading  more  manure  on  the  premises  than 
the  custom  required,  leaving  the  rest  to  be  paid  for  by  the  landlord 
at  the  end  of  the  term,  and  the  custom  was  for  the  tenant  to  be  paid 
last  year's  ploughing  and  sowing,  and  to  leave  the  manure,  if  the  land- 
lord would  buy  it,  it  was  held  that  the  tenant  was  still  entitled  to  be  paid 
for  the  last  year's  sowing  and  ploughing,  according  to  the  custom.' 

Parol  evidence  was  admitted  to  show,  that  by  the  custom  of  the  coun- 
try the  word  ^'thousand,"  applied  in  a  lease  to  rabbits,  meant  1200.^ 

*It  is  a  general  rule,  that  oraland  extrinsic  evidence  is  ri|c7iqi 
admissible  to  rebut  a  presumption  of  law  or  equity.  Here 
the  evidence  is  not  offered  as  a  substitute  for  written  evidence,  but 
to  remove  an  impediment  which  would  otherwise  have  obstructed  or 
altered  its  operation.*  Thus,  it  has  been  held  that  parol  evidence  is 
admissible  to  show  that  a  legacy  was  not  intended  in  satisfaction  of  a 
debt,^  or  that  the  testator,  although  he  gave  the  executor  a  legacy, 
intended  that  he  should  have  the  surplus,^  or  to  rebut  the  equity  of 

'  Webb  ▼.  Plummer,  2  B.  &  Aid.  746 ;  Roberts  v.  Barker,  I  G.  A;  M.  808 ; 
Hughes  ▼.  Garden,  1  Bligh  287 ;  Clinan  v.  Cooke,  1  Sob.  &  Lef.  22. 

•  Button  V.  Warren,  1  M.  &  W.  486 ;  Holding  v.  Pigoit,  7  Bing.  (20  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  465. 

'  Smith  V.  Wilson,  3  B.  <Sb  Ad.  (23  £.  G.  L.  R.)  728.  So,  evidence  of  the  usage 
of  London  bankers  receiving,  from  tbeir  oorrespondents  (country  bankers],  a 
power  of  attorney  to  sell  stock  of  a  customer  of  the  latter,  may  be  given  to  show 
that  all  moneys  so  received  ara  placed  to  the  credit  of  the  country  banker : 
Adams  v.  Peters,  2  G.  &  K.  (61  £.  G.  L.  R.)  723 ;  of  trades  in  the  potteries,  that 
workmen  under  a  contract  to  work  for  a  whole  year  should  have  certain  holidays 
and  the  Sundays  to  themselves :  E.  v.  Stoke-upon-Trent,  5  Q.  B.  (48  £.  G.  L.  R.) 
303.  So,  a  usage,  where  good.s  are  sold  by  sample,  of  a  custom  to  make  an  allow- 
ance for  such  as  do  not  answer  the  sample,  was  admitted  by  Gresswell,  J. :  Cooke 
V.  Biddelien,  1  G.  &  K.  (47  £.  G.  L.  R.)  561.  And  a  usage  in  the  tobacco  trade 
may  be  proved  to  show  that  all  sales  are  by  sample,  although  that  term  be  not 
expressed  in  the  bought  and  sold  notes :  l^ers  v.  Jonas,  2  £x.  Ill ;  and  see  Fur- 
ley  V.  Wood,  1  £sp.  198 ;  Doe  v.  Benson,  4  B.  &  Aid.  (6  £.  G.  L.  R.)  588 ;  and 
Smith  V.  Walton,  8  Bing.  (V.1  £.  G.  L.  R.)  235. 

■  2  Atk.  69, 99 ;  Amb.  126  ;  2  Yern.  252. 

*  Cuthberi  v.  Peacock,  2  Yern.  593.  But  see  Fowler  v.  Fowler,  3  P.  Wms. 
353 ;  where  an  allowance  of  pin-money  being  in  arrear  to  the  wife  for  two  years, 
Talbot,  G.,  would  not  admit  evidence  to  show  the  intention  of  the  testator  that 
she  should  have  a  legacy  of  £500  in  addition  to  the  arrears. 

J  2  Yern.  252,  648,  673 ;  Winafield  v.  Atkinson^  2  Yern.  673 ;  2  P.  Wms.  158  ; 
42 
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an  heir  at  law.'  So,  where  the  conusor  of  a  fine  dies  before  the  uses 
r*7141  ^^^  declared,  the  presumption  *that  the  fine  was  levied  to 
the  use  of  the  conusor  may  be  rebutted  by  evidence.* 

If  a  tenant  for  life  pays  ofi*  a  charge  on  the  estate,  primdfacie^  he 
is  entitled  to  that  charge  for  his  own  benefit,  with  the  qualification 
of  having  no  interest  during  his  life.  If  a  tenant  in  tail  or  in  fee- 
simple  pays  off  a  charge,  that  payment  is  primd  facie^  presumed  to 
be  made  in  favor  of  the  estate ;  but  the  presumption  may  be  rebutted 
by  evidence,  as  by  calling  for  an  assignment,  or  by  a  declaration.^ 

So,  oral  evidence  has  been  admitted  by  courts  of  equity  to  show 
that  a  portion  advanced  to  a  child  subsequent  to  the  making  of  a 
will,  and  of  the  same  amount  with  the  legacy,  was  not  intended  as  an 
ademption  of  a  legacy  ^'^  and  for  this  purpose,  and  to  show  the  real 
intention,  even  oral  declarations  are  admissible.' 

9  Mod.  9 ;  1  Str.  56S.  So,  where  the  wife  was  executrix,  and  real  and  personal 
property  were  left  to  her  by  her  husband :  Lakt  v.  Lake^  1  Wils.  313 ;  Amb.  126, 
per  Buller,  J. ;  Dougl.  40.  Evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  one  primd  fade 
a  trustee,  takes  for  his  own  benefit:  Langfield  dem  BanUm  v.  HodgeSy  Lofft 
230 ;  Doe  y.  Langton,  2  B.  &  Ad.  (22  E.  C.  L.  R.)  680.  The  gift  of  a  legacy  in 
reversion  to  an  executor  does  not  necessarily  exclude,  but  only  raises  a  presump- 
tion against  his  taking  the  residue  beneficially,  and  if  there  is  no  express  decla- 
ration that  he  is  to  be  a  trustee,  but  only  circumstances  raising  a  presumption, 
parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  rebut  it :  Oldman  v.  Slater^  3  Sim.  84.  Where  a 
specific  bequest  was  given  in  the  will  to  the  executor  for  his  care  and  trouble, 
held  that  it  excluded  him  from  taking  the  residue  beneficially,  and  that  parol 
evidence  of  the  testator's  declarations,  after  the  making  of  the  will,  were  inad- 
missible :  Whitaker  v.  Tathamy  7  Bing.  (20  £.  G.  L.  R.)  628 ;  and  see  Foster  v. 
Munt,  1  Vern.  473 ;  and  Gibba  v.  Rumsey,  2  V.  <fc  B.  294. 
'  Mallahar  v.  MaUahar,  Gas.  temp.  Talb.  79 ;  Jarman  on  Wills,  c.  13. 

*  Roe  v.  Popham,  Dougl.  25 ;  Lord  AUham  v.  Lord  Anglesea,  Gilb.  £q.  R.  16. 

*  Per  Lord  Eldon,  in  The  Earl  of  Buckinghamshire  v.  Hobart,  3  Swanst.  186. 
Where  a  tenant  for  life  of  a  settled  estate  purchased  encumbrances  and  had 
them  assigned  to  a  trustee,  and  purchased  the  remainder  and  had  it  con%'eyed, 
subject  to  existing  charges,  and  devised  the  estate  subject  to  the  charges  so 
purchased,  it  was  held  that  parol  evidence  was  admissible  to  show  that  the 
charges  were  merged :  Astley  v.  Mills,  1  Sim.  298. 

«  Debeze  v.  Man,  2  Bro.  G.  G.  165 ;  Coote  v.  Boyd,  2  Bro.  G.  521.  Or,  as  it 
seems,  to  show  that  such  advancement  was  intended  as  an  ademption:  RoseweU 
V.  Bennett,  3  Atk.  77.  But  note,  that  the  intention  of  the  legacy  was  specified 
in  the  will  *,  and  the  case  was  not  decided  on  that  ground ;  see  also  Hooley  v. 
Hatton,  1  Bro.  G.  G.  390,  n.  Where  portions  are  provided  by  any  means  what- 
ever, and  the  parent  gives  a  provision  by  will  for  a  portion,  it  is  a  satisfaction 
primd  facie,  unless  there  be  circumstances  to  show  that  it  waa  not  so  intended : 
per  Lord  Alvanley,  Hinchdiffe  v.  Hinchcliffe,  3  Yes.  jun.  516 ;  per  Lord  Eldon, 
in  Pole  V.  Lord  Somers,  6  Yes.  325.    The  question  there  was  as  to  satisfaction. 

'  Ellison  V.  Cookson,  1  Yes.  jun.  100;  Clinton  v.  Hooper,  1  Ycgi.  jun.  173. 
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In  the  case,  even  of  a  devise  of  lands,  it  was  formerly  held  that 
the  legal  implication,  as  to  the  revocation  of  the  will, 
♦founded  upon  the  subsequent  marriage  of  the  testator,  and  ^  J 
birth  of  a  child,  might  be  rebutted  by  parol  evidence.^  Lord  Mans- 
field observed,  ^'I  am  clear  that  this  presumption,  like  all  others, 
may  be  rebutted  by  every  sort  of  evidence.  There  is  a  technical 
phrase  for  it  in  the  case  of  executors ;'  it  is  called  rebutting  an  equity." 
But  it  has  since  been  settled,  that  under  these  circumstances  the  will  is 
revoked  by  a  rule  of  law  independently  of  the  intention  of  the  party, 
and  consequently  that  all  evidence  of  such  intention. is  inadmissible. "^ 

But  although  such  evidence  be  admissible  to  rebut  a  ♦pre- 
sumption arising  from  the  operation  of  matter  in  pais  as  to    I-         ^ 
the  intention  of  the  party  to  revoke,  it  is  otherwise  where  the  revo- 
cation is  by  act  of  law,  where  the  law  pronounces  upon  a  presump- 

Bat  those  made  at  the  time  of  the  will  are  the  most  important :  Trimmer  v. 
Bayne,  7  Ves.  508. 

*  Brady  v.  Cubitt,  Bougl.  30.  See  the  observations  on  this  case  in  Goodtitle 
V.  Otway^  2  H.  B.  516.  For  the  cases  in  which  an  alteration  in  oircamstances 
amoanted  to  an  implied  revocation  of  a  will,  see  Bac.  Ab.,  tit  Wills  and  Testa- 
ments ;  Brown  v.  Thompson^  I  P.  Wms.  304 ;  Lugg  v,  Lugg^  1  Ld.  Raym.  441 ; 
Shepherd  v.  Shq)herd,  Dougl.  31,  n.  Sir  D.  Evans  observes,  that  ^*the  allowing 
of  a  written  instrument  to  derive  a  construction  different  from  that  which  it 
would  naturally  import,  in  consequence,  not  of  any  relative  character  of  the 
subject  matter,  but  of  verbal  declarations,  cannot,  on  principle,  be  reconciled 
with  the  general  tenor  of  our  jurisprudence.^^  It  is  impossible  not  to  regret, 
in  common  with  that  learned  writer,  that  in  any  branch  of  cases,  particularly 
one  so  important  as  the  present,  the  uncertainty  and  vagueness  of  oral  testimony 
of  the  very  weakest  and  loosest  description  should  have  been  substituted  for 
the  certainty  of  a  written  document.  It  was  in  effect  to  give  to  oral  evidence  a 
greater  authority  than  the  written  evidence,  to  subject  solemn  and  authentic 
written  instruments  to  all  the  laxity  and  uncertainty  of  parol  evidence,  and  to 
render  titles  to  property  hazardous  and  precarious.  Hence,  by  7  Will.  IV.  and 
I  Vict.  c.  26,  no  will  made  after  Ist  January  1838,  is  revoked  by  any  presump- 
tion of  intention  on  the  ground  of  an  alteration  in  circumstances,  save  marriage : 
ss.  18,  19.    See  tit.  Wills.     ' 

'  An  executor  is  not  excluded  from  proof  of  the  testator's  intention  that  he 
should  take  the  surplus,  by  the  circumstances  of  his  taking  a  reversionary  con- 
tingent interest:  Lynn  v.  Beaver,  1  Turn.  63.  Such  evidence,  however,  is 
admissible  only  for  the  purpose  of  supporting  the  apparent  effect  of  an  instru- 
ment ;  it  is  inadmissible  to  show  that  a  legacy  in  a  second  will  was  intended 
as  an  ademption  of  a  legacy  given  by  a  former  will:  Hurst  v.  Beach,  5 
Madd.  360. 

<  MoTston  V.  Roe  dem.  Fox,  8  Ad.  &  £.  (35  E.  G.  L.  R.)  14 ;  in  Gam.  Scacc. ; 
and  Stat.  7  Will.  IV.  and  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  18,  nupra,  note  (g). 
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tion  jurtB  et  de  jure^  tbat  is,  where  the  presumption  of  law  is  so 
violent  that  it  does  not  admit  circumstances  to  be  set  up  to  repel  it.^ 
Thus,  where  a  testator  devised  his  lands  to  B.^  and  afterwards,  upon 
his  marriage,  conveyed  them  by  lease  and  release  to  trustees,  to  other 
uses,  with  the  usual  limitations  in  marriage  settlements,  the  court,  on 
a  trial  at  bar,  refused  to  hear  parol  evidence  to  show  that  the  devisor 
meant  that  his  will  should  remain  in  force.^ 

III.  Ab  original  and  independent  evidence, — Having  thus  seen 
how  far  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  cantradicty  vary,  or  wholly 
subvert  a  written  instrument,  as  also,  on  the  other  hand,  to  establishj 
explain,  and  support  written  evidence,  it  remains,  in  the  third  place, 
to  consider  in  what  cases  parol  extrinsic  evidence  is  admissible  to 
prove  a  fact  by  virtue  of  its  own  weight  and  authority,  notwith- 
standing the  casual  existence  or  use  of  collateral  written  evidence  to 
prove  or  disprove  the  same  fact.^  What  has  been  already  said 
supplies,  indeed,  a  sufficient  test ;  for  it  seems  that,  in  general,  the 
mere  circumstance  that  a  written  instrument  exists  which  may  be 
made  evidence  of  a  particular  transaction,  does  not  exclude  oral 
testimony  either  to  prove  or  disprove  the  fact,  unless  that  written 
instrument  be  by  law  constituted  the  authentic  and  sole  medium 
r*7171  ^^  proving  that  fact.*  The  importance  of  the  subject,  ♦how- 
ever, renders  it  desirable  further  to  consider,  Ist,  in  what 
instances  written  instruments  are  of  an  exclusive  nature;  2dly, 
with  respect  to  what  parties  and  to  whsd;  facts. 

In  the  first  place,  written  evidence  has  an  exclusive  operation  in 

^  See  Marsion  v.  Eoe  dent.  Fox,  and  tit.  Presumption,  post, 

^  See  2  H.  Bl.  522. 

^  GoodtitU  V.  Otway,  2  H.  B.  516. 

^  See  Qrey  v.  Smitkyes,  Burr  2273,  and  infra.  Still  less  does  the  existence  of 
a  deed  or  other  written  instrament  exclude  parol  evidence  as  to  a  collateral 
transaction :  Fletcher  v.  Gillespie,  3  Bing.  (11  £.  G.  L.  R.)  635.  So,  in  the  case 
of  a  parol  agreement  to  do  repairs,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would  be- 
come tenant  to  the  defendant:  Seago  v.  Deane,  4*  Bing.  (13  £.  C.  L.  R.)  459. 
So,  where  the  parties  to  an  indenture  of  charter-party  afterwards  agreed  by  parol 
for  the  use  of  the  ship,  ad  interim :  White  v.  Parkins,  12  East  578,  supra,  p.  656, 
657,  note  {d), 

^  The  existence  of  a  paper  may  be  proved  by  parol  as  a  fact,  in  all  cases  where 
its  contents  are  not  material  to  the  rights  of  the  parties  or  where  the  party  prov- 
ing it  does  not  seek  to  avail  himself  of  its  contents  as  proof  of  any  fact  stated 
in  it,  or  of  an  obligation  created  or  discharged  by  it :  Gilbert  v.  Duncan,  5  Dutch. 
133 ;  Duncan  v.  Gilbert,  Ibid.  521 ;  Cramer  v.  SkHner,  IB  Md.  140 ;  Silsbury  v. 
Blumb,  26  111.  287. 
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many  instances,  by  virtue  of  peremptory  legislative  enactments." 
So  it  has  in  all  cases  of  written  contracts.' 

So,  also,  in  all  cases  where  the  acts  of  a  court  of  justice  are  the 
subject  of  evidence.  Courts  of  record  speak  bj  means  of  their 
records  only;  and  even  where  the  transactions  of  courts  which  are 
not,  technically  speaking,  of  record,  are  to  be  proved,  if  such  courts 
preserve  written  memorials  of  their  proceedings,  those  memorials 
are  the  only  authentic  means  of  proof  which  the  law  recognizes.^ 
And  it  seems  that,  in  general,  where  the  law  authorizes  any  person 
to  make  an  inquiry  of  a  judicial  nature,  and  to  register  the  pro- 
ceedings, the  written  instrument^*  so  constructed  is  the  only  legiti- 
mate medium  to  prove  the  result. 

Thus,  as  has  been  seen,  parol  evidence  cannot  be  received  of  the 
declaration  of  a  prisoner  taken  before  a  magistrate  where  the  ex- 
amination has,  as  required  by  the  statute,  been  taken  in  writing.^ 
So,  the  official  return  *of  the  sheriiF  to  a  writ  of  execution  r^iyi  oi 
is  usually  conclusive  as  between  the  litigating  parties,  although 
not  as  between  them  and  himself.' 

But,  in  general,  public  and  authorized  documents,  whether  ap- 
pointed by  express  authority  of  law,  or  recognized  by  the  law  as  in- 
struments of  authority,  if  they  be  but  collateral  memorials  of  the 
fact,  possess  no  exclusive  authority  as  instruments  of  evidence. 
Thus,  although  the  entry  of  a  marriage  in  the  parish  registry,  made 

■*  Tit.  Frauds,  Statute  of,  and  Wills. 
'  Supra  ;  and  tit  Assumpsit. 

*  Vide  tit  Judgment,  Insolvent.  In  Bledstyn  y.  Sedgwick^  Ann.  304,  the 
court  refused  to  hear  parol  evidence  of  the  condemnation  of  a  ship  in  Carolina, 
a  copy  of  the  condemnation  which  had  been  given  to  the  captain  having  been 
lost  at  sea. 

*  See  tit.  Judgment. 

^  B,  V.  LambCj  8upra,  2  Leach  559 ;  /?.  v.  Jacobs ^  lb.  310  ;  and  see  the  cases, 
2  Russ.  by  Greaves  876,  et  seq.  So,  additional  statements  made  by  a  prisoner 
before  a  magistrate,  and  not  contained  in  the  written  examination,  may  be  proved 
by  parol :  Venafra  v.  Johnson,  1  M.  &  Rob.  316.  What  a  prisoner  says  before 
he  may  know  the  charge  against  him  is  admissible;. interlineations  and  erasures 
in  a  confession  are  cured  by  the  attestation ;  and  that  it  is  no  objection  that  it 
18  said  to  be  signed,  where  the  party  was  a  marksman  ;  and  a  voluntary  confes- 
sion, taken  before  the  conclusion  of  the  evidence  against  the  prisoner,  may  be 
given  in  evidence  on  the  parol  statement  of  the  clerk,  refreshing  his  memory  by 
the  paper :  R.  v.  Bell,  5  C.  &  P.  (24  E.  C.  L.  R.)  162 ;  questioning,  R.  v.  Fogg, 
4  C.  &  P.  (19  E.  C.  L.  R.)  566 ;  Jeans  v.  Wheedon,  2  M.  &  Rob.  486.  But  parol 
evidence  may  be  given  of  the  same  declarations  made  by  the  prisoner  at  other 
times :  IPCartky^s  case,  M*Nally  on  Ev.  45. 

'  Guff(yrd  v.  Woodgate,  11  East  297. 
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according  to  the  Marriage  Act,  be  evidence  of  the  marriage,  it  does 
not  exclude  the  parol  evidence  of  any  witness  who  can  prove  the  fact 
of  marriage.  So,  although  public  printed  proclamations  of  govern- 
ment, gazettes,  public  books,  official  returns,  and  other*  documents  of 
authority,  are  admissible  in  evidence  to  prove  particular  facts,  they 
do  not  exclude  parol  evidence.  The  principle  applies  in  general,  as 
it  seems,  where  the  document  contains  a  mere  subsequent  memorial 
and  recognition  of  the  fact. 

A  receipt  for  money,  it  has  been  held,  is  not  conclusive  evidence 
against  the  person  who  gives  it,  that  he  has  actually  received  the 
money.*  Thus,  upon  the  failure  of  an  annuity  deed  for  want  of  a 
memorial,  upon  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  two 
grantors,  to  recover  the  consideration  paid,  one  of  the  defendants, 
who  was  a  surety  only,  was  permitted  to  show,  notwithstanding  his 
r+Tion  ^^v'^g  signed  a  receipt  for  the  money,  jointly  with  the 
^  J  *other  defendant,  the  principal,  that  he  had  never  in  fact 
received  the  money."* 

■  Tit.  Written  Evidence. 

^  And  may  therefore  be  explained  or  contradicted  by  parol :  Graves  v.  Key^  3 
B.  k  Ad.  (23  E.  C.  L.  R.)  318.  So,  a  receipt  in  full  of  all  demands  ;  but  see 
Alner  y.  George,  1  Camp.  392,  and  Barmstonx.  Bobins,  4  Bing.  (13  E.  G.  L. 
R.)  11. 

^  Stratum  v.  Bastall  and  another,  2  T.  R.  366  ;  and  see  The  Attorney- General 
V.  Bandall  and  others,  2  £q.  C.  Abr.  742  ;  where  although  a  receipt  had  been 
signed  by  three  trustees,  the  Lord  Chancellor  decreed  that  only  the  one  who  had 
received  the  money  should  be  answerable  for  it ;  but  see  Boumtree  v.  Jacobs  2 
Taunt.  141 ;  also,  1  Sid.  44;  1  Lev.  43;  Co.  Litt.  by  Harg.  and  Butler  373; 
Latour  v.  Bland,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  £.  C.  L.  R.)  382. 

^  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  explain  or  even  contradict  receipts :  Johnson 
V.  Weed,  9  Johns.  310 ;  Badger  v.  Jones,  12  Pick.  371 ;  Baugh  v.  Brassfield,  5  J. 
J.  Marsh.  79  ;  Southtoick  v.  Hoyden,  7  Cow.  334 ;  Giddings  v.  Munson,  4  Vt. 
308  ;  Whitheck  v,  Whitheck,  9  Cow.  266 ;  Brooks  v.  WhiU,  2  Meto.  283 ;  Hum- 
phries  v.  McGraw,  5  Pike  61 ;  Jones  v.  Patterson,  1  W.  &  S.  321;  Pettusy. 
Boberts,  6  Ala.  811 ;  Huston  v.  Becknell,  4  Mo.  39  ;  Wayland  v.  Moseley,  5  Ala. 
430 ;  Jones  v.  Ward,  10  Yerg.  160 ;  Bebee  v.  Moore,  3  McLean  387 ;  Logan  v. 
Beynolds,  8  Ala.  69 ;  Steamboat  Missouri  v.  Webb,  9  Mo.  193 ;  McKeagg  v.  Cal- 
lahan, 13  Ala.  828  ;  Elston  v.  Kennicoit,  52  111.  272 ;  Hammond  v.  Hannin,  21 
Mich.  374 ;  Stackdy  v.  Pierce,  28  Tex.  328  ;  Dunagan  v.  Dunagan,  38  Ga.  554 ; 
Winchester  v.  Grosvenor,  44  111.  426 ;  Dunn  v.  Piper,  20  La.  Ann.  276  ;  Carr  v. 
Miner,  42  111.  179  ;  Band  v.  Scofield,  43  Ibid.  167 ;  Elston  v.  Kennicott,  46  Ibid. 
187  ;  BurweU  v.  Pioneer,  37  N.  Y.  312 ;  Colbum  v.  Lansing,  46  Barb.  37  ;  Elder 
V.  Hi>od,  39  111.  533  ;  James  v.  Bleigh,  11  Allen  4 ;  Illinois  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wolff  37 
111.  354.  Book  entries  are  not  contracts,  but  memoranda ;  and  are  not  conclu- 
sive as  evidence  but  are  subject  to  explanation :  Sto^  v.  Pierce,  13  Allen  136. 

The  taking  of  a  receipt  on  payment  of  money  does  not  preclude  proof  of  such 
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In  the  case  of  Wilson  v.  Poulter^  which  is  very  briefly  reported,' 
it  is  stated  merely  that  a  defendant  in  trover  was  charged  with  his 

*  Str.  794.  In  Rowland  ▼.  Ashby,  Ry.  &  M.  (21  E.  G.  L.  R.)  231 ;  it  was  held 
that  admissions  made  by  a  party  on  his  examination  before  oommissioners  of 
bankrupts,  and  which  were  material,  though  not  contained  in  the  written  exami- 
nation, might  be  proved ;  and  see  Venafra  v.  Johnsouy  supra,  p.  717,  n.  (q), 

payment  by  other  evidence  :  Berry  v.  Berry ^  2  Harris.  440.  The  rule  that  parol 
evidence  is  inadmissible  to  vary  the  terms  of  a  written  instrument,  does  not 
apply  to  a  writing  which  is  merely  evidence  of  a  fact,  and  not  of  a  contract  or 
right:  McCrea  v.  Purmort,  16  Wend.  460.  Parol  evidence  may  be  given  of  the 
payment  of  money  or  delivery  of  goods  notwithstanding  a  receipt  has  been 
given:  Wiggins  v.  Pryor,  3  Port.  630;  Dana  v.  B&yd,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  687- 
Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  explain  receipts:  Hawley  v.  Bader,  15  Gal.  44. 
A  receipt  for  the  payment  of  money  containing  an  agreement,  condition  or  stipu- 
lation between  the  parties,  is  in  the  nature  of  a  contract,  and  is  not  liable  to  be 
varied  by  parol:  Sencesbox  v.  McGrude,  6  Minn.  484.  A  writing  that  is  both  a 
receipt  and  a  memorandum  of  agreement  is  conclusive  as  to  the  agreement,  but 
the  receipt  of  the  property,  although  that  be  the  subject-matter  of  the  agreement, 
may  be  disproved  :  Dale  v.  Evans,  14  Ind.  288  ;  The  Tuskar,  Sprague  71 ;  Sut- 
ton V.  Kettell,  Ibid.  309. 

So  the  recital  in  a  deed  of  the  payment  of  the  consideration  money  may  be 
contradicted  or  explained :  Shepherd  v.  Little,  14  Johns.  210 ;  Mom  v.  Shattuck, 
4  N.  H.  229  ;  Wilkinson  v.  Scott,  17  Mass.  249 ;  Strawbridge  v.  Cartledge,  7  W. 
&  S.  394  ;  Mead  v.  Steger,  5  Port.  498  ;  Burbank  v.  Gould,  3  Shepl.  118 ;  Saunr 
ders  V.  Hendrix,  5  Ala.  224 ;  Clapp  v.  Tirrell,  20  Pick.  247  *,  Lirgun  v.  Hender- 
son, 1  Bland.  236  ;  Ddoach  v.  Turner,  6  Rich.  117.  The  true  consideration  of 
a  deed  may  be  shown  by  parol :  Morris  Canal  and  Banking  Co,  v.  Ryerson,  3 
Dutch.  457;  Holbrook  v.  Holbrook,  30  Vt.  432;  Henry  v.  Henry,  11  Ind.  236; 
Gdlway^s  Appeal,  10  Gas.  242 ;  Clinton  v.  Estes,  20  Ark.  216  ;  Gordon  v.  Gor- 
don, 1  Mete.  (Ky.)  285;  Reynolds  v.  Vilas,  8  Wis.  471 ;  Andrews  v.  Andrews, 
12  Ind.  348  ;  Jones  v.  Jones,  Ibid.  389 ;  Ibrey  v.  Vanderhoof,  15  Wis.  397 ;  Law- 
ton  V.  Buckingham,  15  Iowa  22 ;  Eby  v.  Wolcott,  4  Allen  506 ;  Kamler  v.  Fergu- 
son, 7  Minn.  442 ;  Speer  v.  Speer,  1  McGar.  240  ;  Buckley^ s  Appeal,  12  Wright 
491 ;  Gibson  v.  Fifer,  21  Tex.  260 ;  Rabsuhl  v.  Lack,  35  Mo.  316 ;  McMahan  v. 
Stewart,  23  Ind.  590 ;  Miller  v.  Goodwin,  8  Gray  542 ;  Paget  v.  Cook,  1  Allen 
522 ;  Landman  v.  Ingram,  49  Mo.  212 ;  Pierce  v.  Brew,  43  Vt.  292 ;  Booth  v. 
Hynes,  54  111.  363 ;  Medvidck  v.  Meyer,  46  Mo.  600 ;  Boyce  v.  Wilson,  32  Md. 
122 ;  Balton  v.  Jacks,  6  Rob.  166  ;  Whitaker  v.  Gamett,  3  Bush  402 ;  Bassett  v. 
Bassett,  55  Me.  127  ;  Bowser  v.  Craviner,  6  P.  F.  Smith  132 ;  Lewis  v.  Brew- 
ster, 7  Ibid.  410 ;  Pope  v.  Chafee,  14  Rich.  (Eq.)  69  ;  Cowan  v.  Cooper,  41  Ala. 
187 ;  Rhine  v.  EUen,  36  Gal.  362 ;  Perry  v.  Central  R,  R.  Co.,  5  Gald.  138 ; 
Pnriaton  v.  Northern  III,  R,  R,  Co,,  46  111.  297 ;  Bell  v.  Utley,  17  Mich.  508 ; 
Pullman  v.  Hailey,  24  Iowa  425  ;  Hildreth  v.  O'Brien,  10  Allen  104 ;  Stackpole 
V.  Bobbins,  47  Barb.  212;  Peck  v.  Vandenburg,  30  Gal.  11 ;  Hendrick  v.  Crow- 
ley, 31  Ibid.  471 ;  Patterson  v.  Fowler,  22  Ark.  396 ;  Finn  v.  Hempstead,  24  Ibid. 
Ill ;  Walcott  V.  Ronalds,  2  Rob.  61?;  Wheeler  v.  Billings,  38  N.  Y.  263  ;  Bos- 
bou  V.  Peck,  48  Barb.  92 ;  Cunningham  v.  Dwyer,  23  Md.  219 ;  Engleman  v. 
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eonfe89ion  taken  before  commissioners  of  bankrapts,  and  that  the 
Chief  Justice  refused  to  let  the  defendant  explain  it  by  parol  evi- 
dence. It  is  not  stated  in  what  way  the  defendant  proposed  to  ex- 
plain the  document ;  and  it  would  not  be  safe  to  rely  much  on  so  very 
loose  a  report. 

In  the  common  case  of  a  confession  taken,  before  a  magistrate,  on 
a  charge  of  felony,  the  practice  is  for  the  prosecutor  to  prove  by  evi- 
dence that  the  written  document  produced  is  a  faithful  account  of  the 
prisoner's  statement ;  upon  principle,  therefore,  it  scarcely  admits  of 
doubt  that  the  prisoner  is  at  liberty  to  meet  such  evidence  by  con- 
trary testimony,  and  to  show  that  the  written  instrument  is  inaccu- 
rate. The  statutes^  which  authorize  the  magistrate  to  take  the  exami- 
nation of  prisoners,  do  not  give  them  an  exclusive  force ;  and  their 
admissibility  and  operation  as  evidence  seem  to  stand  upon  the  same 
footing  with  any  other  admissions  at  common  law,  which,  in  such  in- 
stances, are  usually  inconclusive."  And  it  seems  that,  in  general, 
where  a  document,  such  as  a  letter,  not  being  matter  of  compact  and 
agreement,  is  given  in  evidence  as  *an  admission  by  the 
^  -^  adversary,  the  latter  may  adduce  evidence  to  show  that  it 
originated  in  mistake,  or  to  explain  it  by  circumstances.* 

In  an  action  brought  by  bankers  to  recover  back  money  paid  on  a 
check  purporting  to  be  drawn  by  the  defendant,  but  alleged  to  be  a 
forgery,  and  which  was  the  fact  in  issue,  it  was  held,  that  minutes, of 
the  defendant's  examination  on  a  charge  made  against  a  party  as 
having  forged  a  check,  were  receivable,  although  he  afterwards  signed 
the  regular  deposition.^ 

^  7  Geo.  iV.  c.  64 ;  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42 ;  and  see  tit.  Adhibsions. 

*  Tit.  Admissions. 

*  Tit.  Admissions  ;  and  see  HoUten  v.  Jumpson,  4  Esp.  C.  189 ;  MacbecUh  v. 
Haldimandj  1  T.  R.  182. 

»»  Williams  v.  Woodward,  4  C.  &  P.  (19  E.  C.  L.  R.)  346. 

Craig,  2  Bush,  424 ;  Vail  ▼.  McMillan,  17  Ohio  St.  617  ;  jDrttry  v.  Tr&nont  Co.y 
13  Allen  168.  A  party  may  show  by  evidence  dehors  an  instrument  in  writing 
what  was  the  time  of  its  execution,  explain  and  make  certain  ite  indefinite  stipu- 
lations, and  the  consideration  of  it :  Perry  ▼.  Smith,  34  Tex.  277 ;  Field  v,  Mut^ 
son,  47  N.  Y.  221 ;  Ins.  Co,  v.  Thorp,  22  Mich.  146 ;  Robinson  v.  United  States, 
13  Wall.  363 ;  Willmering  t.  McGaughey,  30  Iowa  205  ;  Goodrich  ▼.  Steeens,  5 
Lans.  230.  The  true  date  of  a*  deed  is  the  time  of  delivery,  and  may  be  shown 
by  parol,  though  a  different  date  is  upon  the  paper :  RnsseU  v.  Carr,  38  Qa, 
459. 

A  recital  of  the  consideration  in  a  deed  is  primd  facie  evidence  in  an  action 
against  the  grantor  in  a  suit  for  breach  of  covenant ;  bat  it  is  evidence  of  the 
slightest  kind  :  Mowrey  v.  Vandling,  9  Mich.  39. 
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2dly.  Next,  with  respect  to  the  parties^  and  the  particular  facts 
ifhich  the  inBtrument  recites.  The  instrument  offered  in  evidence, 
whether  record,  deed,  or  simple  contract,  is  offered  either  as  hetween 
the  same  parties,  or  where  either  one  or  both  are  different  Even 
where  both  parties  are  the  same,  it  frequently  happens  that  the 
instrument  will  not  operate  as  an  estoppel^  unless  it  be  specially 
pleaded  as  such  ;^  and  if  it  has  not  been  so  pleaded,  parol  evidence 
of  the  fact  is  usually  admissible  in  contradiction  of  the  written  instru- 
ment. 

In  the  next  place,  even  where  a  record  or  deed  exists,  which  is 
eonclvMve  upon  the  parties,  it  is  not  always  conclusive  upon  all  points. 

Thus,  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  that  a  deed  was  executed,  or 
a  bill  of  exchange  made,  at  a  time  different  from  that  of  the  date,^  or 
that  a  party  in  whose  name  a  *con tract  for  the  sale  of  goods  p^t-n^-, 
was  made  was  the  agent  of  another.*  For  the  same  reason,  ^  -■ 
a  dormant  partner  may  be  charged  on  a  cotktract  made  by  the  osten- 

> 

•  Tit.  Estoppel. 

'  The  plaintiff  may  declare  on  a  bond  bearing  date  on  one  day,  and  prove  a 
delivery  on  another  day  {GoddarSs  case,  2  Rep.  4,  b.),  or  allege  a  deed  to  have 
been  delivered  on  a  day  different  from  that  on  which  it  bears  date :  HaU  v. 
Cazenove,  4  East  477 ;  Stone  v.  Bale,  3  Lev.  348 ;  Styles  v.  Wardle,  4  B.  A;  0. 
(10  £.  G.  L.  R.)  908.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  land  described 
in  a  deed  as  meadow  was  not  meadow,  for  it  is  not  the  essence  of  the  deed,  but 
mere  matter  of  description :  Skipwith  v.  Greeuj  Str.  610.  Or  that  land  de- 
scribed as  containing  five  hundred  acres  does  not  contain  so  many ;  s.  c.  Bac. 
Ab.,  Pleas,  (I.  11).  Where  a  deed  contains  a  generality  to  be  done,  as  to  per- 
form all  agreements  set  down  by  A,,  1  Rol.  872,  P. ;  to  carry  away  all  the  marl 
in  close  ^. :  Ibid. ;  to  release  all  his  right  in  C. :  Ibid. ;  2  Gowp.  600  ;  he  is  not 
estopped  from  denying  such  agreements,  &c. :  Gom.  Dig.,  Estoppel,  A.  2.  A 
latitat  alleged  to  have  been  issued  on  a  particular  day  after  term,  may  be 
proved  to  have  been  so  issued,  though  tested  of  the  preceding  term  :  Walhurgh 
Saltonsiall,  Vent.  362.  If  a  written  acknowledgment  to  take  a  case  out  of  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  have  no  date,  parol  evidence  may  be  given  to  prove 
when  it  was  written :  Edmunds  v.  Doumes,  2  G.  &  M.  459.  So,  in  the  case  of  a 
ratification  of  a  contract  entered  into  in  infancy:  BartUy  v*  Wharton,  11  A.  & 
£.  (39  £.  G.  L.  R.)  934 ;  and  of  a  ¥n:itten  promise  made  after  bankruptcy  to 
pay  a  debt  barred  by  certificate :  Lobb  v.  Stanley,  5  Q.  B.  (48  £.  G.  L.  R.)  574. 

«  Wilson  V.  Hart,  7  Taunt  (2  E.  G.  L.  R.)  295.  That  is  for  the  purpose  of 
charging  the  principal,  not  of  discharging  the  agent :  see  Higgins  v.  Senior,  8 
M.  &  W.  834,  supra,  p.  665.  So  a  purchaser  of  land,  having  made  the  pur- 
chase in  the  name  of  another,  may  show  that  he  (the  purchaser)  paid  for  it,  in 
order  to  raise  a  resulting  trust:  2  Yern.  366.  Where  parol  evidence  was 
offered  (to  raise  an  equity)  that  a  pension  granted  by  the  Grown  absolutely  was 
in  trust  for  the  plaintiff,  which  the  defendant,  by  his  answer,  denied,  the  evi- 
dence was  rejected  by  Lord  Thurlow :  Fordyce  v.  Willis,  3  Bro.  G.  G.  577. 
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sible  partner  in  their  own  names/  And  even  in  the  case  of  records, 
which  are  conclusive  as  far  as  regards  their  substance,  averments  and 
proofs  may  be  received  to  contradict  them  as  to  time  and  place  and 
many  other  particulars.' 

The  reason  is,  that  in  the  case  of  the  record,  the  points  of  variance 
would  not  have  been  considered  to  be  material  at  the  trial,  and  there- 
fore the  evidence  does  not  in  effect  contradict  the  record ;  and  that  in 
the  case  of  deeds  or  other  agreements  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the 
contracting  parties  to  bind  themselves  precisely  as  to  such  particulars, 
such  instruments  being,  for  the  sake  of  convenience,  frequently 
executed  on  days  different  from  those  on  which  they  bear  date,  and 
commercial  agreements  being  as. frequently  *made  on  behalf 
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of  a  principal  in  the  name  of  an  agent. 


h 


The  parties  to  a  written  agreement  are  not,  in  general,  precluded 
from  proving  facts  consistent  with  the  agreement,  although  not  ex- 
pressed in  it.  Where  the  written  agreement  was,  that  Maxwell 
should  purchase  of  Sharp  <£2000  stock,  it  was'  held  that  the  plaintiff. 
Maxwell^  might  give  in  evidence  a  parol  agreement  to  buy  <£2000 
stock  (which  belonged  to  Sharp  and  Abbott^  but  stood  in  the  name  of 
Sharp)  of  Sharp  and  Abbottj  the  parol  being  consistent  with  the 
written  agreement.^ 

And  as  between  the  parties  to  a  deed,  or  those  who  claim  in  privity, 
evidence  is  admissible  to  show  the  purpose  and  intention  of  executing 
the  instrument,^  provided  it  be  perfectly  consistent  with  the  legal 
operation  of  the  instrument,  and  not  inconsistent  with  its  express 

'Beckham  v.  Drake,  9  M.  &  W.  79  ;  11  M.  &  W.  315. 

<  See  Stark.  Crim.  Pleading,  2d  edit.  325 ;  and  tit.  Judicial  Instruments. 

^  Tit.  Agent  ;  tit.  Partners  ;  and  tit.  Vendor  and  Vendee. 

^  Maxwell  v.  Sharp,  Say.  187.  Where  one  partner  deposited  his  own  deeds 
under  a  written  memorandum  "  as  a  security  in  the  dealings  which  the  party 
had  with  him,"  held,  that  evidence  to  show  that  the  dealings  alluded  to  were 
partnership  transactions,  was  admissible,  and  established  the  lien  for  payments 
made  on  behalf  of  the  firm :  Chuck  v.  Frtm,  M.  &  M.  (22  £.  C.  L.  R.)  259 ;  8. 
c,  contra,  2  Glyn.  &  J.  246 ;  8ee^!ZWn«r  v.  Deane,  3  Ex.  837.  So,  a  release  re- 
citing that  disputes  subsisted  between  A,  and  B,,  and  that  it  had  been  agreed 
that  to  put  an  end  to  them  B»  should  pay  A,  money,  and  each  should  execute  a 
release  to  the  other,  and  the  release  given  was  of  all  actions  whatever,  and  A. 
afterwards  sued  B.  and  C.  for  a  joint  cause  of  action,  parol  evidence  was  ad- 
mitted that  there  were  mutual  actions  between  A,  and  B,  other  than  that  of  A, 
against  B,  and  C, :  Simons  v.  Johnson,  3  B.  &  Ad.  (23  £.  G.  L.  R.)  175. 

^  Proof  that  an  agreement  offered  in  evidence  against  its  signers  was  to  be 
held  in  the  nature  of  an  escrow  is  admissible :  Beall  v.  PooUf  21  Md.  645. 
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terms.  Thus,  in  the  case  of  Milhoum  v.  Ewart  and  others^  where 
a  maD,  in  contemplation  of  marriage,  executed  a  bond  to  his  intended 
wife  (the  plaintiff,)  conditioned  for  the  payment  of  money  by  the 
heirs  or  executors  of  the  obligor  to  the  plaintiff,  at  the  expiration  of 
twelve  calendar  months  from  and  after  the  death  of  the  obligor,  and 
to  an  action  on  the  bond  against  the  heirs-at-law  of  the  deceased 
husband,  they  pleaded  the  marriage,  &c.,  and  the  plaintiff  replied 
'*'the  fact  that  the  bond  was  made  in  contemplation  of  a  rstc^oo-i 
marriage  between  the  defendant  and  the  obligor,  and  with 
intent  that,  in  case  the  marriage  should  take  place,  and  the  plaintiff 
should  survive  her  husband,  the  plaintiff  should  have  the  benefit  of 
the  bond,  it  was  held  that  those  facts  might  well  be  averred,  being 
perfectly  consistent  with  the  bond. 

It  has  already  been  seen  that,  as  between  parties  to  a  deed,  evi- 
dence of  a  further  consideration  than  that  expressed  in  the  deed  is 
admissible  where  the  evidence  does  not  contradict  the  deed.^ 

Except  in  cases  where  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  or  other  law,  requires 
a  written  agreement,  parol  evidence  may  be  admissible,  in  conjunc- 
tion with  written,  to  prove  the  agreement.  Thus,  if  an  agreement 
be  reduced  into  writing,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  the 
parties,  without  writing,  afterwards  varied  the  terms;"*  for  here  the 
evidence  is  offered,  not  to  vary  the  terms  of  an  instrument  which 
stands  admitted  as  the  real  record  of  the  intention  of  the  parties,  but 
IS  offered  consistently  with  the  existence  of  the  instrument,  and  con- 
fessing that  it  does  so  exist,  in  order  to  avoid  its  effect  by  proof  of  a 
new  agreement,  adopting  the  old  one,  either  wholly  or  in  part,  but 
annexing  certain  additional  terms. 

It  has,  indeed,  already  been  seen^  that  previous  or  contemporary 
declarations  are  not  admissible  to  vary  the  terms  of  a  written  agree- 
ment;  where,  however,  the  nature  of  the  subject-matter  does  not  re- 
quire the  agreement  to  be  *in  writing,  although  a  presump-  ^♦7041 
tion  arises,  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  that  the 

»  5  T.  R.  381. 

'  Supra,  p.  659.  So  a  deed  which  recites  a  pecuniary  consideration  only,  may 
be  shown  to  have  been  founded  on  a  consideration  of  marriage :  Villers  v.  Bea- 
tuontj  supra,  p.  660.  Where  premises  were  purchased  at  a  sale  in  different  lots 
by  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  and  in  their  deeds  the  premises  were  described 
only  by  reference  to  the  then  tenants ;  held,  that  a  handbill  exhibited  at  the  sale 
was  admissible,  not  as  controlling,  but  explaining  and  applying  the  deed,  and 
showing  what  was  then  in  the  tenants'  occupation :  Murley  v.  McDormott,  8  A. 
&  E.  (35  E.  C.  L.  R.)  138. 

■*  Supra,  p.  655. 
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parties  expressed  in  writing  the  whole  of  their  intention  in  respect  of 
the  subject-matt er,  and  intended  the  written  terms  to  operate  as  an 
agreement,  yet  that  presumption  may,  it  seems,  be  rebutted  by  express 
evidence  that  what  was  so  written  was  intended  as  a  mere  memoran- 
dum of  one  part  or  branch  only  of  a  more  general  agreement,  and 
was  not  intended  to  operate  absolutely  and  unconditionally,*^  or  it 
may  be  shown  that  a  parol  contract  was  made  independently,  wholly 
collateral  to  and  distinct  from  a  written  one  made  at  the  same  time. 
In  such  cases,  the  parol  evidence  is  used,  not  to  vary  the  terms  of  the 
written  instrument,  but  to  show  either  that  it  is  inoperative  as  an  entire 
and  independent  agreement,  or  that  it  is  collateral  and  irrelevant. 

Where  a  statute  requires  the  agreement  to  be  in  writing,  the  case 
admits  of  a  very  different  consideration ;  there  the  oral  and  written 
terms  could  not  be  incorporated ;  and  it  was  formerly  doubted, 
whether  the  previously  written  agreement  would  be  discharged  and 
revoked   by  a   subsequent   oral   agreement.^     It  is  however   now 

"  See  Jeffrey  v.  Maltan,  1  Starkie,  C.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  267.  The  action  was  in 
assumpsit  for  not  taking  proper  care  of  a  horse.  A  written  memorandum  was 
made  upon  hiring  a  horse,  "  six  weeks,  at  two  guineas — ^W.  W."  (the  hirer) ; 
Lord  Ellenborough  held  that  evidence  was  admissible  to  show  that  at  the  time 
of  hiring  it  was  expressly  stipulated,  that  as  the  horse  was  used  to  skt/f  the 
hirer,  if  he  took  him,  should  be  liable  to  all  accidents.  In  many  instances,  the 
terms  reduced  to  writing  may  constitute  but  a  small  part  of  the  real  contract. 
Suppose  A.  to  let  a  house  by  parol  to  B,  for  two  years,  and  that  at  the  time  of 
the  parol  agreement  a  stipulation  as  to  the  furniture  is  made,  for  conyenience 
of  calculation,  in  writing,  and  that  at  the  foot  of  the  account  is  written  "  B, 
to  take  the  furniture  at  the  above  valuation,"  it  would  be  difficult  to  con* 
tend  that  B,  would  be  bound  to  buy  the  furniture,  although  A.  refused  to 
let  him  occupy  the  house,  and  that  he  would  be  concluded  by  the  written  part 
of  the  engagement  from  showing  the  real  condition  annexed  to  it :  see  per 
Cur.  Goss  y.  Lord  Nugent,  5  B.  &  Ad.  (27  E.  0.  L.  R.)  64 ;  AUen  v.  Pink,  4  M. 
&  W.  140. 

^  An  agreement  to  waiye  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  lands  is  as  much  an 
agreement  concerning  lands  as  the  oifiginal  contract  is,  and  it  was  therefore 
thought  must  be  in  writing :  see  per  Lord  Hardwicke,  Buekhouse  v.  Crosby,  2 
Eq.  G.  Abr.  32  *,  BeU  y.  Howard,  9  Mod.  302.  But  unless  it  bo  sought  to  charge 
ike  party  on  the  altered  agreement  this  is  not  so,  for  the  statute  only  requires 
writing  in  that  case.  In  Parteriche  v.  Potoleti,  2  Atk.  384,  Lord  Hardwicke  is 
reported  to  have  said,  that  to  add  anything  to  an  agreement  in  writing,  by  ad- 
mitting parol  evidence  which  would  affect  land,  is  not  only  contrary  to  the  Sta- 
tute of  Frauds,  but  to  the  rule  of  common  law  before  the  statute  was  in  being ; 
yet,  as  mere  parol  agreements  concerning  land  were  operative  before  the  statute, 
there  seems  to  have  been  no  reason  why  a  written  contract  should  not  have  been 
varied  by  a  subsequent  oral  agreement  when  it  related  to  lands,  as  well  as  in 
any  other  case :  see  Clinan  v.  Cooke,  1  Sch»  &  Lef.  35. 
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*8ettled,  that  in  cages  which  are  within  the  scope  of  the  p^^^ci 
Statute  of  Frauds,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  b,  ^  -^ 
dispensation  with  the  performance  of  part  of  the  original  contract, 
such  as  an  agreed  substitution  of  other  days  than  those  stated  in  the 
contract  for  the  delivery  of  goods  sold,'*  or  even  to  show  that  it  has 
been  totally  rescinded.*^  And  where  a  written  contract  states  a  time 
and  place  for  the  delivery  of  goods,  an  alteration  as  to  the  time  not 
in  writing,  though  effectual  to  discharge,  is  not  valid  to  charge  the 
the  party,  unless  it  be  in  writing/ 

Next,  where  one  of  the  contending  parties  was  not  a  party  to  the 
record  or  other  instrument.  It  has  been  seen,  that  in  some  instances 
where  the  proceeding  is,  as  it  is  *technically  termed,  in  rem, 
the  judgment  or  decree  is  final  and  conclusive  upon  all.'  L  J 
Where,  however,  the  record  is  admissible  but  not  conclusive  evidence, 
even  parol  evidence  seems  to  be  admissible  to  prove  the  fact  in  con- 
tradiction of  the  record. 

Thus,  upon  an  indictment  against  an  accessory  to  a  felony  although 
the  record  of  the  conviction  of  the  principal  be  admissible  evidence  to 
prove  the  fact,  yet,  as  it  is  not  conclusive,  th^  accessory  is  entitled  to 
adduce  any  legal  evidence  in  contradiction  of  the  fact  stated  on  the 
record.* 

Although  there  are  many  instances  in  which  a  deed  or  agreement 
between  others  is  evidence  for  or  against  a  stranger,  yet  it  seems  to  be 
a  general  rule,  that  in  all  these  cases  parol  evidence  of  the  fact  would 
still  be  admissible. 

Thus,  in  the  case  of  The  King  v.  Seammondeny^  already  cited,  the 

'  Cuff  V.  Pmn,  1  M.  &  S.  21 ;  Warrea  v.  Stagg^  cited  in  Littler  v.  Holland^ 
3  T.  R.  591 ;  Thresh  v.  Bake,  1  £^.  C.  53,  cor.  Lord  KeDjon ;  where,  in  a 
written  agreement,  an  apprusement  on  a  given  day  was  specified  as  a  condition 
precedent,  oral  evidence  of  an  enlargement  by  consent  was  admitted :  cor.  Lord 
Kenyon ;  but  see  SnowhaU  v.  VicariSy  Bunb.  175.  In  Cuff  v.  Penn^  1  M.  &  S. 
26,  Lord  Ellenborough  observed,  ^'  If  this  agreement  had  been  varied  by  parol, 
I  should  have  thought,  on  the  authority  of  Meres  v.  Ansdlj  3  Wils.  275,  that 
there  had  been  strong  ground  for  the  objection."  But  Meres  y,  AnseU  was 
decided  wholly  upon  the  general  principle  of  the  admissibility  of  a  cotemporary 
parol  agreement  to  the  very  terms  of  a  written  one. 

<  Go8S  V.  Ixn-d  Nugent,  5  B.  &  Ad.  (27  E.  C.  L.  R.)  66. 

'  Marshall  v.  Lgnny  6  M.  &  W.  109 ;  supra,  p.  663. 

*  Supra,  tit.  Judicial  Instruments  :  and  vide  infra,  tit.  Sbttlimsnt. 

*Tit.  ACCESSORT. 

"  3  T.  R.  474.  So  in  E.  v.  Jdangunmrr,  2  B.  &  Ad.  (22  E.  G.  L.  R.)  916 ;  the 
deed  of  apprenticeship  stating  the  money  to  have  been  paid  by  J,  M*^  evidence 
was  admitted  to  show  that  it  was  in  part  parish  money ;  and  see  R,  v.  Wickham, 
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inhabitants  of  a  parish  were  permitted  to  show  that  JS30  was  in  fact 
paid  as  the  consideration  upon  the  sale  of  an  estate,  although  the 
deed  of  conveyance  between  the  parties  specified  X28  as  the  conside- 
ration. Here  the  question  was  as  to  the  value  actually  given  for  the 
estate;  and  although  the  agreement  was  primd  facie  evidence  as  to 
the  fact,  and  although  the  parties  themselves  might  have  been  bound 
by  their  own  representation  of  the  transaction,  it  was  not  binding 
r+TOTi  ^P°^  strangers  to  the  exclusion  of  the  *real  fact.  In  the 
■-  -^  case  of  The  King  v.  Laindon,^  the  question  as  to  a  settle- 
ment was,  whether  the  parties  intended  to  contract  as  master  and 
servant,  or  as  master  and  apprentice;  the  written  agreement  was  as 
follows:  I,  J.  M.J  do  hereby  agree  with  J.  (7.,  to  serve  me  three 
years,  to  learn  the  business  of  a  carpenter,  the  first  year  to  have  1«. 
2d.  per  day,  the  second  year  to  have  Is.  6d.  per  day,"  &;c.  In  addi- 
tion to  this,  J.  C.  was  admitted  to  prove,  at  the  trial,  that  at  the  time 
of  signing  the  agreement  he  agreed  to  give  J.  M.  the  sum  of  three 
guineas,  as  a  premium  to  teach  him  the  trade,  and  that  he  was  not 
to  be  employed  in  any  other  work.  The  Court  of  King's  Bench  held 
that  the  evidence  was  admissible.*  It  is,  however,  to  be  observed 
upon  this  case^  that  the  question  might  have  been  very  different 
indeed,  had  it  arisen  as  between  the  contracting  parties;  as  if,  for 
instance,  a  dispute  had  arisen  between  them  as  to  the  nature  of  the 
service  which  the  master  had  a  right  to  exact  by  virtue  of  the  agree- 
ment. If  in  that  case  the  servant  had  insisted  on  the  co-existing 
parol  agreement  to  limit  his  service  to  carpenters'  work,  the  objec- 
tion would  have  operated  strongly  that  this  would  have  been  to  super- 
add terms  by  parol  to  those  contained  in  the  written  instrument,  or 
to  explain  the  intention  of  the  parties  by  parol  evidence.  But  the 
question  was  between  strangers  to  the  contract;  the  point  in  issue 
was,  the  real  intention  of  the  parties  when  they  committed  certain 
terms  to  writing;  the  terms  so  written  were  admissible  evidence,  as 
tending  to  prove  the  fact,  on  the  natural  presumption,  in  the  absence 
of  all  suspicion  of  fraud,  that  the  parties  would  disclose  their  real 

2  Ad.  &  £1.  (29  E.  C.  L.  R.)  517 ;  where  it  was  held  that  a  parish  might  show 
a  settlement  by  renting  a  tenement  in  A.,  although  the  lease  stated  it  to  be  in 
B.  Clearly  parish  officers  are  not  estopped  from  showing  the  true  consideration 
for  a  conveyance :  R.  v.  Inhabitants  of  Cheadle,  3  B.  &  Ad.  (23  E.  G.  L.  R.) 
833 ;  and  see  B.  v.  Olna/,  I  M.  A;  S.  387 ;  and  case  where  evidence  has  been 
admitted  of  a  consideration  different  from  that  expressed  in  the  deed,  supra,  p. 
659. 

^  8  T.  R.  379 ;  see  also  R.  v.  Shinfidd,  14  East  544. 

'  Per  Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J.,  and  Lawrence)  J. 
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intention ;  but  this  was  not  the  only  medium  of  proof,  neither  was  it 
an  exclusive  one,  for  the  private  statement  of  the  parties  could  not, 
on  any  principle,  bind  and  estop  strangers. 

Where  the  action  was  brought  against  the  heir  and  *devi-  p^-oQ, 
see,  on  a  bond,  an  issue  was  taken  on  the  fact,  whether  the  ^  -' 
defendant  had  sold  the  estate  for  more  than  <£168,  a  lease  and  release 
were  produced  in  evidence,  from  which  it  appeared  that  the  defendant 
had  sold  the  estate  for  X210,  but  it  was  held  that  he  was  at  liberty 
to  prove  that  part  of  the  estate  so  sold  did  not  belong  to  the  testa- 
tor, but  had  been  purchased  by  the  defendant  for  the  sum  of  £42, 
in  order  to  be  sold  to  the  vendee/  Here  the  evidence  was  consistent 
with  the  terms  of  the  deed ;  but  even  if  it  had  not  been  so,  it  seems 
that  it  would  still  have  been  admissible  as  between  those  parties ;  for 
although,  as  between  the  defendant  and  the  vendee,  the  defendant 
might  have  been  estopped  by  his  deed  from  making  any  averment 
against  it,  yet  as  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  there  was  no 
mutuality,  and  consequently  no  estoppel,  and  therefore  the  defendant 
was  not  concluded,  upon  issue  joined  as  to  the  amount  for  which  the 
estate  sold,  from  showing  the  real  fact.  It  was  held  in  the  same 
case,  that  although  the  deed  stated  that  the  consideration  was  paid  to 
the  vendor,  evidence  was  admissible  to  show  that  it  was  paid  to  a 
third  person,  with  his  privity. 

A  party  to  a  deed  may,  in  an  action  between  others,  contradict  the 
deed  by  his  testimony ;  thus,  one  who  has  jointly  with  another  exe- 
cuted an  assignment  of  a  ship,  as  of  their  joint  property,  is  com- 
petent to  prove  that  he  had  no  interest  in  it.' 

With  the  exceptions  already  adverted  to,  the  general  inference,  as 
above  stated,  seems  to  be,  that  oral  evidence  may  be  used  indifferently 
as  original  and  independent  evidence  of  a  fact,  either  concurrently 
with  or  in  opposition  to  written  testimony  ;*  and  that  written  evidence 

y  Green  v.  Weaton,  Say.  209. 

•  Walton  V.  Shelton,  per  Willes,  J.,  1  T.  R.  301. 

'  An  order  for  goods,  describing  their  number  and  kind,  h  evidence  for  the 
plaintiff  in  an  action  against  the  defendant  for  not  delivering  the  goods,  al- 
though no  time  or  price  was  mentioned  ;  and  the  defendant's  acceptance  of  the 
order,  and  the  price  agreed  upon,  may  be  proved  by  parol :  Ii^am  v.  Xea,  2 
Camp.  521.  Where  the  terms  of  adjustment  with  an  underwriter  were  endorsed 
on  the  policy,  and  the  money  was  paid,  parol  evidence  was  admitted  of  a  previ- 
ous agreement,  that  if  the  other  underwriters  should  eventually  pay  a  less  sum, 
the  surplus  should  be  returned  :  Ruaaell  v.  Dunskey,  6  Moore  (17  £.  C.  L.  K.) 
223.  The  fact  that  a  receipt  has  been  given  does  not  exclude  parol  evidence  of 
payment :  Ramhert  v.  Cohen^  4  Esp.  C.  213.  An  oral  admission  by  a  defendant 
is  evidence  of  a  debt,  although  at  the  same  time  a  written  admission  was  en- 


■ 
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however  *8uperior  it  may  be,  and  frequently  is  in  effect  to 
'-  ^  mere  oral  evidence,  does  not  in  any  case,  of  its  own  autho- 
rity, unaided  by  an  express  rule  of  law,  exclude  such  evidence.^ 

In  an  action  for  bribery  at  an  election,  it  was  held  that  parol  evi- 
dence was  admissible  to  prove  the  delivery  of  the  precept  to  the  re- 

turning  officer,  although  it  appeared  that  *the  returning 
L  "^  J  officer  had  endorsed  upon  the  precept,  with  a  view  to  prove 
it,  the  time  of  his  having  so  received  it,  and  that  the  endorsement  had 
been  attested  by  two  witnesses.^ 

tered  in  a  book,  which  cannot  be  read  for  want  of  a  stamp  :  Singleton  y.  Bar- 
rett, 2  C.  &  J.  368 ;  Jacob  v.  Lindsay,  1  East  460  ;  Maugham  y.  Hubbard,  8  B. 
k  C.  (15  E.  C.  L.  R.)  14;  Slatterie  v.  Pooley,  6  M.  &  W.  664 ;  and  see  supra,  p. 
506.  Semble,  evidence  is  admissible  that  notes  were  issued  by  a  corporation  for 
a  different  purpose  than  for  which  they  were  authorized  to  issue  them :  Stark  v. 
Highgate  Archway  Company,  5  Taunt.  (1  E.  C.  L.  R.)  792. 

So,  where  a  memorandum  of  an  intended  agreement  was  read  over  to  an  in- 
tended tenant,  but  never  signed,  parol  evidence  of  the  terms  was  admitted :  Doe 
d.  Bingham  v.  Cartwright,  3  B.  &  Aid.  (5  E.  C.  L.  R.)  326 ;  E.  v.  Wrangle,  2 

A.  &  E.  (29  E.  C.  L.  R.)  514 ;  TrewhiU  v.  Lambert,  10  A.  &  E.  (37  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
470 ;  Lord  Bolton  v.  Tomlin,  5  A.  &  E.  (31  E.  C.  L.  R.)  856  ;  B.  v.  Worth,  4  Q 

B.  (45  B.  G.  L.  R.)  132.  Where  the  plaintiff  ^s  agent  entered  into  a  verbal  agree- 
ment with  the  defendant,  and  make  a  memorandum  of  the  terms  to  assist  his 
own  recollection,  which  was  not  signed,  it  was  held  unnecessary  to  produce  it : 
Dalison  v.  Stark,  4  Esp.  163.  So  a  memorandum  delivered  by  the  auctioneer 
to  the  bidder,  to  whom  lands  were  let  by  auction,, containing  a  description  of 
them,  the  term,  and  the  rent  to  be  paid,  but  not  signed  by  any  one,  is  not  such 
a  writing  as  to  exclude  parol  evidence  :  Bamsbottom  v.  Tunbridge^  2  M.  &  S.  434. 
So  the  fact  of  tenancy  may  be  proved  by  parol,  although  there  be  a  written 
lease:  B,  v.  Kingsion-upon-HuLl,  7  B.  &  C.  (14  E.  C.  L.  R.)  661  ;  but  the  term 
can  be  proved  by  the  lease  only ;  B,  v.  Merthyr  Tydvil,  1  B.  &  Ad.  (20  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  29  ;  Augustien  v.  ChaUis,  1  Ex.  279.  So,  the  fact  that  goods  were  deposited 
for  sale  may  be  proved  by  parol,  although  the  terms  may  be  in  writing,  and 
can  be  proved  by  writing  only :  Whitfield  v.  Brand,  16  M.  &  W.  282  ;  Keys  v. 
Harwood,  2  C.  B.  (52  E.  C.  L.  R.)  905. 

^  Ghrey  v.  Smythes,  Burr.  2273.  It  appeared  in  the  case  of  Beason  and  Tran- 
tor,  Stra.  499,  that  the  dying  declaration  of  Mr.  Lutterel,  the  deceased,  had  been 
taken  down  in  writing  by  a  witness  at  the  instance  of  two  justices  of  the  peace 
who  were  present ;  the  witness  had  afterwards  copied  the  writing  thus  made,  and 
produced  it  at  the  trial ;  but  the  original  was  not  produced.  The  court  held  that 
the  copy  was  not  evidence.  Upon  this  it  may  be  observed,  that  although  the  copy 
was  not  evidence,  the  original  being  still  in  existence,  and  being  better  evidence 
than  the  copy,  yet  it  seems,  that  in  such  a  case,  the  mere  fact  that  the  witness 
reduced  the  declarations  to  writing  at  the  time,  would  not  have  excluded  parol 

^  When  a  verbal  sale  of  chattels  is  perfected  by  delivery  and  a  bill  of  sale  sub- 
sequently accepted  from  the  vendor,  the  verbal  sale  may  be  proved  by  parol  with- 
out the  production  of  the  writing :  Sanders  v.  Stokes,  30  Ala.  432. 
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Where  letters  are  written  in  so  dubious  a  manner  as  to  be  capable 
of  different  constructions,  or  to  be  unintelligible,  without  the  aid  of 
extrinsic  circumstances,  their  meaning  becomes  a  question  of  fact  for 
the  jury,  and  parol  evidence  of  such  extrinsic  facts  is  admissible ;  as 
in  the  case  of  libels,  threatening  letters,  or  a  letter  offered  in  evi- 
dence to  prove  acknowledgments  to  take  a  case  out  of  the  Statute  of 
Limitations.  But  if  thej  cannot  be  explained  bj  extrinsic  circum- 
stances, then,  like  deeds  or  agreements,  their  construction  is  matter 
of  law  for  the  court.* 

So,  an  instrument  in  itself  defective  and  inoperative  may  be  con- 
firmed and  supplied  by  oral  testimony,  and  operate  in  conjunction 
with  it.  Thus,  where  in  the  bishop's  register  a  blank  was  left  for  the 
name  of  the  patron,  it  was  held  that  this  might  be  supplied  by  oral 
testimony,^  for  as  the  presentation  itself  might  have  been  by  parol, 
it  might  have  been  proved  by  the  aid  of  the  suppletory  parol  evidence, 
^consequently  there  was  no  unwarranted  substitution  of  oral  tsic'toi -i 
for  written  evidence. 

In  order  to  exclude  oral  evidence  of  a  contract,  it  is  necessary  to 
prove  that  there  is  a  subsisting  written  contract.  And,  therefore, 
after  the  plaintiff  in  ejectment  had  given  parol  evidence  of  the  ten- 
ancy, the  evidence  was  held  to  be  sufficient,  although  it  appeared 
upon  the  cross-examination  of  his  witness  that  an  agreement  relative 
to  the  land  in  question  had  been  produced  upon  a  former  trial,  and 
still  existed ;  but  he  could  not  say  whether  it  was  a  subsisting  agree- 
ment or  between  these  parties.* 

evidence  of  those  declarations)  the  instrument  not  being  an  authentic  one,  au- 
thorized by  the  statute  of  Philip  and  Mary:  see  Sayer^s  cctse,  12  Yin.  Ab.,  A.  b. 
23,  pi.  7.  In  the  same  case  other  declarations  of  the  deceased,  which  had  not 
been  taken  down  in  writing,  made  at  other  times,  were  received  in  evidence :  see 
E.  V.  Smith,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  208. 
«  Per  Buller,  J.,  Macbeath  v.  Haldimandj  1  T.  R.  182. 

*  Bishop  of  Meath  v.  Lord  Belfield,  1  Wils.  215. 

•  Doe  d.  Wood  v.  Morris,  12  East  337 ;  Doe  d.  Shearwood  v.  Pearson,  Ibid. 
238,  n.  So,  where  a  party  had  agreed  to  sell  goods  on  commission,  but  the 
objection  that  the  agreement  was  in  writing  was  not  made  till  the  agreement 
had  been  proved :  Whitfield  v.  Brand,  16  M.  A  W.  282  j  and  see  Keys  v.  ffar- 
iDood.  2  G.  B.  (52  £.  C.  L.  R.)  905.  Obviously,  if  the  plaintiff's  case  be  estab- 
lished without  showing  that  there  was  any  writing,  he  will  not  be  nonsuited  by 
the  defendant  producing  it ;  nor  can  the  latter  do  so,  unless  it  be  properly 
stamped,  &c.,  as  it  is  his  own  evidence:  Fielder  v.  Ray,  6  Bing.  (19  £.  C.  L.  R.) 
332;  R,  V.  Padstow,  4  B.  &  Ad.  (24  E.  G.  L.  R.)  208.  Secus,  where  it  appears 
by  the  plaintiff's  evidence  that  there  is  a  written  agreement :  Fenn  v.  Griffith, 
6  Bing.  (19  E.  G.  L.  R.)  533;  and  consequently,  in  Curtis  v.  Greated,  1  A.  & 
£.  (28  E.  G.  L.  R.)  167,  which  was  an  action  by  the  purchaser  against  the 

43 
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A  mere  unsigned  memorandum,  made  with  a  yiew  to  a  subsequent 
agreement,  need  not  be  proved/ 

There  is  a  distinction  between  the  exclusion  of  evidence  by  the 
operation  of  this  rule,  and  a  mere  failure  or  defect  in  evidence  which 
is  in  itself  admissible.  The  effect  of  the  rule  is  to  exclude  particular 
evidence  altogether  until  proof  be  given  that  better  evidence  is  unat- 
tainable ;  and  when  such  proof  has  been  given,  to  admit  the  evidence 
r*7^21  ^^  *inferior  degree.  But  evidence  tending  to  the  proof  may 
be  admissible,  yet  insufficient,  and  may  still  be  so,  although 
it  be  proved  that  better  evidence  cannot  be  had. 

In  the  case  of  Williams  v.  The  East  India  Company ^^  the  question 
was,  whether  the  agent  of  the  defendants,  who  were  the  freighters  of 
the  plaintiff's  ship,  had  apprised  the  plaintiff  or  his  officers  of  the 
inflammable  and  dangerous  nature  of  a  quantity  of  roghan,  which  had 
been  stowed  on  board  the  ship,  and  which  ultimately  occasioned  its 
destruction.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  conductor  of  military  stores  to 
convey  goods  on  board  the  ship,  and  of  the  chief  mate  to  receive 
them ;  the  chief  mate  was  dead,  and  no  evidence  was  given  of  what 
passed  between  him  and  the  conductor  of  the  stores ;  but  the  captain 
and  second  mate  proved  that  no  communication  had  been  made  to 
them  of  the  nature  of  the  roghan.  It  was  objected,  that  the  conduc- 
tor of  the  stores  ought  not  to  have  been  examined,  and  it  was  so  ruled 
by  Lord  Ellenborough  at  Nisi  Prius,  and  afterwards  decided  by  the 
whole  court,  on  the  ground,  Ist,  that  the  delivery  without  notice  thus 
insisted  upon  by  the  plaintiff  was  a  criminal  act,  and  that  therefore  it 
was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove  the  neglect  to  give  notice; 
and,  2dly,  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  given  sufficient  primd  facie  evi- 
dence of  the  want  of  notice.  The  defect  in  this  instance  seems  to 
have  consisted  rather  in  a  failure  in  the  measure  of  the  proof,  than 
in  the  substitution  of  secondary  for  original  evidence.  It  was  neces- 
sary to  negative  the  fact  of  communication,  which,  under  the  circum- 
stances, could  be  proved  by  no  one  but  the  conductor,  for  the  chief 

auctioneer  to  recover  the  deposit  upon  failure  of  title,  and  the  plaintiff  produced 
the  conditions  of  sale,  one  of  which  required  the  execution  of  an  agreement  to 
pay  the  residue  by  the  purchaser,  and  it  further  appeared  that  there  was  a 
written  agreement  of  sale  signed  by  him,  the  defendant  was  held  entitled  to 
ask  whether  it  related  to  the  deposit,  with  a  view  to  oblige  the  plaintiff  to  pro- 
duce it,  if  the  answer  was  in  the  affirmative. 

'  Doe  V.  Cartwrigkty  3  B.  &  Aid.  (5  E.  C.  L.  R.)  326  j  DcUisan  v.  Stark,  4  Esp. 
]  63,  post ;  Bamsbottom  y.  Tunsbridge,  2  M.  &  S.  434. 

s  3  East  192.  See  the  case  of  Koster  v.  Eeed,  6  B.  &  C.  (13  £.  C.  L.  R.)  19 ; 
and  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Policy  of  Insurance,  Prssumptivb  Evidbncs  or  Loss. 
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mate  was  dead ;  and  that  eTidence/which  was  essential  was  not  given. 
The  evidence  which  was  received  from  the  captain  and  second  mate, 
that  they  did  not  know  that  any  communication  had  heen  made  of  the 
nature  of  the  article,  was  not  evidence  of  a  secondary  ^nature,  r^cyoo-i 
substituted  in  the  place  of  superior  evidence ;  for  it  was  at 
all  events  admissible  evidence,  and  would  still  have  been  admissible 
had  the  conductor  been  called,  contrary  to  the  nature  of  secondary 
evidence,  which  can  never  be  admitted  where  the  superior  evidence  is 
adduced,  but  is  wholly  superseded  by  it.  Neither,  like  secondary 
evidence,  could  it  have  been  substituted  for  the  superior  evidence, 
when  the  latter  had  become  unattainable;  for  had  the  conductor 
been  d^ad,  there  would  still,  it  seems,  have  been  a  defect  in  the 
evidence  incapable  of  being  supplied  by  that  of  the  captain  and  chief 
mate. 

With  regard  to  the  quantity  and  measure  of  proof,  but  few  obser- 
vations are  requisite.  It  is  for  the  parties,  according  to  their  own 
discretion,  to  procure  such  evidence  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
may  supply ;  and  it  is  for  the  jury  to  decide  upon  its  effect.  The 
law  rarely  interferes  as  to  the  measure  of  proof;  and  the  sufficiency 
cannot,  in  the  nature  of  things,  be  subject  to  legal  definition  or  con- 
trol.^ All  that  can  be  done  is  to  intercept  such  evidence  as  would 
tend  to  prejudice  or  mislead ;  this  being  done,  the  law  confides  in  the 
good  sense  and  integrity  of  the  jury.  Neither  is  there  any  order  in 
which  evidence  must  be  given ;  as  to  the  order  in  which  a  party 
brings  forward  his  proofs,  he  is  guided  by  his  own  discretion.^  In 
some  few  instances,  however,  the  law  interferes  as  to  the  number  of 
witnesses.^ 

^  Quae  argumenta  ad  quern  modum  probandfld  cuique  rei  safficiant,  nullo  certo 
modo  satis  definiri  potest. 

«  R.  V.  Turner]  2  C.  &  K.  (61  B.  C.  L.  R.)  735,  per  Erie,  J, 

J  It  seems  that  in  equity  no  decree  can  be  made  on  the  oath  of  one  witness 
against  the  defendant's  answer  on  oath :  Story's  £q.  Jur.  1528.  Bat  circum- 
stances may  be  equivalent  to  the  testimony  of  any  single  witness :  Ibid. ;  3  Gh. 
G.  123,  69.  And  formerly  one  witness  was  not  sufficient  against  the  husband, 
although  it  was  supported  by  the  answer  of  the  wife,  for  she  could  not  be  a 
V  witness  against  her  husband :  2  Gh.  G.  30 ;   WroUesely  v.  Bendiah,  3  P.  Wms. 

238.  But  a  decree  may  be  made  on  the  evidence  of  a  single  witness,  where  the 
evidence  of  the  party  is  falsified :  2  Vem.  554 ;  2  Atk.  19 ;  1  Bro.  Gh.  G.  52. 

In  general,  at  common  law  one  witness  was  in  all  cases  sufficient ;  per  Holt, 
G.  J.,  who  said  that  the  authorities  cited  by  Lord  Goke  to  the  contrary  did  not 
warrant  his  opinion :  Garth.  144 ;  Go.  Litt.  6,  b.  The  Spiritual  Gourt  acting 
upon  the  rules  of  the  civil  law,  requires  two  witnesses ;  but  where  temporal 
matter  is  pleaded  in  bar  of  an  ecclesiastical  demand,  and  the  evidence  of  One 
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r*7S41  *'^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  '^^S^  treason,  when  it  works  corruption 
of  blood,  there  two  witnesses  are  necessary  by  the  express 
provisions  of  the  statute  law.^  So,  in  the  case  of  perjury,  two  wit- 
nesses are  essentip.1,  for  otherwise  there  would  be  nothing  more  than 
the  oath  of  one  man  against  another,^  upon  which  the  jury  could  not 
safely  convict.  In  bastardy  oases,  the  statute"^  requires  the  evidence 
of  the  mother  to  be  corroborated  in  some  material  particular,  in  order 
to  charge  the  putative  father;  and  in  criminal  cases,  the  judge  will 
generally  tell  the  jury  that  the  evidence  of  an  accomplice  ought  to 
be  so  corroborated,  though  it  is  certainly  competent  for  the  jury  to 
act  on  his  sole  evidence.*^ 

In  other  cases  the  general  rule  seems  to  be,  that  where  there  is  any 
legal  admissible  evidence  tending  to  prove  the  issue,  the  effect  of  that 
evidence  is  solely  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury.'* 
r*7SS1  *^^  ^^'  however,  in  all  cases  requisite  that  the  plaintiff 
should  adduce  some  primd  facie  evidence  in  support  of 
every  essential  allegation.  Where  there  is  a  failure  of  evidence, 
tending  to  establish  any  one  essential  averment,  the  court  directs 
an  acquittal  in  a  criminal,  or  directs  the  plaintiff  to  be  nonsuited  in 
a  civil  case.  But,  in  civil  actions,  if  there  be  any  evidence,  however 
weak,  tending  to  the  proof  of  the  issue,  the  plaintiff  may,  by  appear- 
ing when  he  is  called,  have  his  case  submitted  to  the  consideration  of 
the  jury;  but  if  there  should  be  no  evidence  tending  to  prove  any  one 
essential  fact,  the  jury  would  be  directed  to  give  a  verdict  against  him, 
by  which  he  would  be  absolutely  and  finally  concluded. 

witness  is  refused,  a  prohibition  will  be  awarded.  As,  where  an  executor 
proves  the  payment  of  a  legacy  by  one  witness :  Shatter  v.  Friend,  Show.  175 ; 
Garth.  142. 

•^  7  &  8  Will.  III.  c.  3. 

»  Vol.  II.,  tit.  Perjury  ;  B.  v.  Yates,  Car.  &  M.  (41  E.  C.  L.  R.)  132.  But  it 
is  clear  that  two  witnesses  to  all  the  facts  for  the  prosecution  are  not  necessary. 
It  is  enough  if  there  be  something  in  the  case  to  make  the  oath  of  the  prose- 
cutor preferable  upon  the  whole  to  that  of  the  prisoner :  R,  y.  BouUer,  21  L. 
J.,  M.  0.  57.  But  there  must  be  such  corroboration  as  to  each  assignment  to 
justify  a  conviction  upon  each:  B.  v.  Parker,  Car.  &  M.  (41  £.  C.  L.  R.)  639*, 
B.  V.  Virrier,  12  Ad.  &  E.  (40  E.  C.  L.  R.)  317. 

»  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101 ;  8  &  9  Vict.  o.  10. 

^  B.  y.  Atwood,  1  Leach  464 ;  B,  y.  Jor^es,  2  Camp.  132 ;  B,  y.  Hastings,  7  C. 
&  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  152 ;  B.  y.  Durham,  1  Leach  479.  There  are,  howeyer, 
some  offences  to  which  this  rule  would  not  be  applicable :  B,  y.  Jarvis,  2  M.  & 
Rob.  40 ;  B.  y.  Hargrave,  5  C.  &  P.  (24  E.  C.  L.  R.)  170.  As  to  the  neoesstij 
for  the  corroboration  being  of  some  particular  material  to  the  charge,  see  B,  y. 
Addis,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  388  j  B.  y.  Webb,  6  C.  &  P.  (25  E.  C.  L.  R.)  595. 

•  Vol,  II.,  tit.  Conviction. 
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No  evidence  is  requisite  to  prove  the  existence  of  a  fact  which 
must  have  happened  according  to  the  constant  and  invariable 
course  of  nature,"*  or  to  prove  any  general  law  ;**  nor  is  it  necessary 

'  See  Lord  Ellenborough's  observations,  R,  v.  Luffe,  8  East  201. 

^  Facile  patet  non  indigere  probatione  jus  commune,  quod  judici  jam  notum 
esse  censetur :  Heinecc.  El.  J.  G.  443.  The  courts  notice  the  contents  of  all 
public  Acts:  Reniger  v.  Fogossa,  Plow.  12  ;  81,  a,  83,  b ;  including  all  facts  re- 
cited or  stated  in  them  :  R.  y.  Lutton,  4  M.  &  S.  332 ;  and  the  true  title  of  them  : 
Beck  y.  Beverly,  1 1  M.  &  W.  845  ;  Holland- 8  case,  4  Go.  75.  Of  such  as  relate 
to  trade  in  general :  Kirk  y.  Nowill,  1  T.  R.  124 ;  but  not  of  a  statute  relating 
to  a  private  trade  only  :  Ibid.  But  if  a  statute,  private  in  its  nature,  gives  a 
forfeiture  to  the  King,  it  is  a  public  Act :  R,  v.  Buggs,  Skin.  428  ;  and  if  an 
Act  relate  to  a  public  highway,  it  is  so  far  a  public  Act :  ante,  p.  275.  And 
the  courts  must  now,  by  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  113,  s.  31,  [ante,  p.  277,)  receive  as  evi- 
dence copies  of  private,  and  local  and  personal  acts,  purporting  to  be  printed 
by  the  Queen's  printers. 

So,  the  courts  will  notice  all  other  general  laws,  as  that  every  corporation  has 
a  right  of  removing  one  of  its  members  :  R,  v.  Lyme  Regis,  Doug.  149.  The 
privileges  of  the  King's  Palaces :  R,  v.  Elderton,  Lord  Raym.  980.  And  all 
privileges  of  the  Grown :  Ibid.  The  Ecclesiastical  Law  :  1  Roll.  Abr.  526 ;  6 
Yin.  Abr.  496  -,  and  the  Admiralty  Law :  Ibid. 

The  commencement  of  the  sessions  of  Parliament :  Partridge  v.  Strange, 
Plowd.  84 ;  R.  V.  Wilde,  1  Lev.  216  ;  Spring  v.  Eve,  2  Mod.  240 ;  Birt  v.  Roth- 
foeU,  Lord  Raym.  343 ;  Moor  551 ;  the  session  in  which  a  statute  was  passed, 
and  the  year  of  the  reign :  R.  v.  Biers,  1  A.  <Sb  E.  (28  £.  G.  L.  R.)  327  ;  Gibbs 
V.  Pike,  8  M.  &  W.  223  •,  the  place  of  holding  the  Parliament  on  a  particular 
day :  Birt  v.  RothweU,  Lord  Raym.  210 ;  the  prorogation  of  Parliament :  1  Lev. 
296,  supra ;  the  course  of  proceedings  in  Parliament,  whether  before  one  of 
the  Houses,  or  before  a  Gommittee:  Lake  v.  King,  1  Saund.  131.  The  journals 
of  either  House  were  not  judicially  noticed  :  R.  v.  Knollys,  1  Lord  Raym  15 ; 
but  by  8  A;  9  Vict  c.  113,  s.  3,  copies  of  them,  purporting  to  be  printed  by  the 
Queen's  printers,  or  the  printer  of  either  House,  must  be  received :  supra,  p.  281. 

So  the  courts  will  take  notice  of  all  courts  of  general  jurisdiction,  and  their 
proceedings :  Dobson  v.  Bell,  2  Lev.  176  ;  as  of  the  Gourt  of  Ghancery :  Weaver 
V.  Clifford,  Gro.  J.  3 ;  Worlich  v.  Massg,  Gro.  Jac.  67  *,  and  the  other  courts  at 
Westminster:  Lane's  ease,  2  Go.  16,  b;  Mounson  v.  Bourn,  Gro.  Gar.  526  ;  W. 
Jones  417 ;  H,  Slade's  case,  4  Go.  93,  b.  The  proceedings  of  the  Gounty  Pala- 
tine Gourts :  Peacock  v.  Bell,  1  Saund.  73.  Of  the  Gourts  in  Wales :  Broughton 
y.  Randall,  Gro.  Eliz.  502 ;  Gryffyth  v.  Jenkins ,  Gro.  Gar.  179.  Of  the  Prero- 
gative Gourt  of  the  Archbishop  of  Ganterbury  :  Shelton  v.  Cross,  1  Ford  466, 
sed  qucere.  But  they  do  not  notice  the  mere  practice  of  other  courts,  thus  the 
practice  of  the  Gourt  of  Ghancery  :  In  re  Clarke,  2  Q.  B.  (42  E.  G.  L.  R.)  619 ; 
JXeas  V.  Lord  Brougham,  1  M.  &  Rob.  312 ;  and  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Gourts 
18  a  matter  of  fact  to  be  proved  by  witnesses :  Beaurain  v.  Sir  W,  Scott,  3 
Gamp.  G.  388 ;  Tucker  v.  Inman,  4  M.  &  G.  (43  E.  G.  L.  R.)  1049;  so  is  that 
of  the  Insolvent  Gourt :  R.  v.  Koops,  6  A.  &  E.  (33  E.  G.  L.  R.)  198 ;  and  of 
the  Bankruptcy  Gourt :  Van  Sandau  v.  Turner,  6  Q.  B.  (51  E.  G.  L.  R.)  773. 

The  courts  will  notice  what  courts  possess  a  general  jurisdiction :  Tregany 
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r*736   *7371  ^  prove  any  general  customs  *of  the  realm,'  or  any 

artificial  regulation  prescribed  by  "^public  and  com- 

V.  Fletcher,  Ld.  Raym.  154  j  Peacock  v.  Bdl,  1  Saund.  73  ;  1  Sid.  340.  And  the 
limits  of  their  jurisdiction :  2  Inst.  557.  And  their  officers :  Ogle  y.  Kordiffe^ 
Ld.  Raym.  869 ;  see  Dillon  y.  ETarpur,  Ld.  Raym  898.  Bat  they  do  not  take 
judicial  notice  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  inferior  courts  :  Moravia  y.  Sloper, 
Willes  37 ;  nor  of  the  proceedings  of  inferior  courts :  R,  y.  Chancellor  of  Cam- 
bridge,  Ld.  Raym.  1334 ;  nor  of  any  particular  jurisdiction,  as  of  a  dean  and 
chapter  to  induct:  Bro.,  Presentation  al  Eglise,  pi.  13,  Office,  pi.  2;  nor  that 
the  lord  of  a  particular  franchise  has  the  return  of  writs :  Bro.,  Office,  pi.  2  ? 
nor  of  a  particular  liberty :  March.  125 ;  nor  of  the  Oinque  Ports :  2  Inst. 
557  ;  nor  of  an  entry  in  the  sheriff's  book,  referred  to  by  an  affidayit :  Rusaeil 
y.  Dickson,  6  Bing.  (19  £.  0.  L.  R.)  442.  Nor  foreign  laws  :  Mostyn  y.  Fahri- 
gas,  Gowp.  174.  Nor  laws  of  Scotland :  Woodham  y.  Edwards,  5  A.  &  £.  (31 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  771.  Nor  of  the  laws  of  the  plantations  abroad  :  Wey  y.  YaUy,  6 
Mod.  195.  Nor  the  seal  of  a  foreign  court :  Henry  y.  Adey,  3  East  221 ;  Black 
y.  Lord  Brayhooke,  2  Stark.  G.  (3  E.  G.  L.  R.)  1 ,  R.  y,  Bathwick,  2  B.  &  Ad. 
(22 E.  G.  L.  R.)  639.  But  they  take  judicial  notice  of  the  laws  of  Ireland: 
Hunter  y.  Potts,  4  T.  R.  194 ;  Reynolds  y.  Fentan,  3  C.  B.  (54  E.  G.  L.  R.)  191 ; 
and  that  the  common  law  preyails  there :  R,  y.  Neshitt,  2  D.  &  L.  529  ;  per 
Patteson,  J. 

So,  eyery  court  will  notice  the  records  of  its  own  court,  but  not  deeds  en- 
rolled, for  these  are  merely  the  priyate  acts  of  the  parties,  authenticated  in 
court;  nor  the  letters  patent  of  another  court:  WymarVs  case,  5  Go.  74,  b.  *, 
Bac.  Abr.,  Ey.  F. 

The  House  of  Lords,  in  a  committee  of  priyileges,  even  admitted  an  entry 
in  their  journals  as  eyidence  of  the  limitations,  in  a  patent,  without  requiring 
the  production  of  the  patent :  Lord  Dufferin  and  Clandeboye's  claim,  4  01.  &  F. 
568. 

'  As  the  custom  of  merchants  :  Williams  y.  Williams,  Garth.  269 ;  Carter  y. 
Downish,  Ibid.  83 ;  Pinkn&f  y.  Hall,  Ld.  Raym.  175 ;  Frskine  y.  Murray,  Ld. 
Raym.  1542;  Brandao  y.  Bamett,  3  B.  G.  (54  E.  G.  L.  R.)  519;  12  CI.  &  F. 
787  ;  the  customs  of  gayelkind  and  Borough-English :  Clements  y.  Scudmore, 
Ld.  Raym.  1025  ;  Go.  Litt.  175 ;  Launder  y.  Brooks,  Gro.  Gar.  562. 

But  peculiarities  not  essential  to  tenures  :  1  Sid.  138 ;  Brown  y.  Ricks,  2  Sid. 
153  ;  Launder  y.  Brooks,  Gro.  Gar.  562  ;  such  as  a  custom  to  deyise :  2  Sid.  153 ; 
or  a  gayelkind  custom  to  hold  by  the  curtesy,  although  the  wife  has  no  issue ; 
1  Sid.  138;  2  Sid.  153;  or  particular  local  customs:  Spink  \»  Tenant,  1  Roll. 
R.  105  ;  BUicquiere  y.  Hawkins,  Doug.  378 ;  such  as  that  of  foreign  attachment 
in  London  :  1  Roll.  105,  supra ;  or  of  carting  whores :  Stainton  y.  Jones,  Doug. 
380,  note ;  Argyle  y.  Hunt,  Str.  187  ;  or  that  none  but  freemen  of  London  are 
admissible  into  the  liyery  of  a  company :  Piper  y.  Chappell,  14  M.  &  W.  624, 
must  be  preyed.  But  the  customs  of  London  are  noticed  in  the  city  courts : 
Doug.  380 ;  and  by  the  courts  at  Westminster,  after  they  haye  been  certified : 
Blacquiere  y.  Hawkins,  Doug.  380.  But  semble,  the  courts  take  notice  of  such 
customs  only  as  haye  been  certified  to  themselyes :  Piper  y.  Chappell,  14  M.  & 
AV.  649  ;  and  as  to  the  certificate,  see  Crosby  y.  Hetherington,  4  M.  &  G.  (43  £. 
G.  L.  R.)  933.    The  custom  of  the  city,  that  eyery  shop  is  a  market  oyert,  was 
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petent  authority ;  such  as  the  ordinary  "^computation  of  time  r4c7qQn 
by  the  calendar  ;•  or  the  known  divisions  of  the  kingdom  ;* 
or  any  public  matters  recited  in  Acts  of  Parliament,*  royal  rt7qQ-i 
proclamations,'   or  other   *public  documents,  published  by 

certified  by  Sir  E.  Ooke,  3  Go.  83.  The  castom  of  foreign  attachment  was  cer- 
tified by  Starkie,  recorder  of  that  city,  22  Edw.  IV. ;  Doug.  379 ;  1  Rol.  Abr. 
554.  The  ciiBtom  of  a  feme  covert  being  sole  trader  is  also  noticed :  Lame  v. 
PkiUipSj  Burr.  1784.  And  the  distribution  of  the  property  of  intestate  free- 
men of  London  :  Bruin  y.  Knotty  12  Sim.  452. 

*  Hoyle  V.  ComwalliSj  Stra.  387 ;  Brough  v.  Parkings,  Ld.  Raym.  992 ;  2  &  3 
Edw.  YI.  c.  1 ;  5  &  6  Edw.  VI.  c.  1 ;  24  Geo.  II.  c.  23.  The  fasts  and  festivals 
appointed  by  the  calendar ;  Brough  v.  Perkins,  6  Mod.  80 ;  B,  v.  Justices  of 
Ipswich,  2  Ford.  280  ;  Harvy  v.  Broad,  Salk.  626.  The  namber  of  days  in  a 
particular  month :  1  Roll.  Abr.  524.  The  coincidence  of  the  day  of  the  week 
with  that  of  the  year :  Page  v.  Faucet,  Cro.  Eliz.  227 ;  Smith  v.  Boucher,  Ann. 
64.  That  a  particular  day  is  a  Sunday :  Hanson  v.  Shackelton,  4  D.  P.  C.  8. 
But  not  of  the  hours,  as  of  the  time  of  sunset :  Collier  v.  Nokes,  2  0.  &  K.  (61 
E.  G.  L.  R.)  1012.  So,  they  will  notice  the  beginning  and  end  of  term:  Austin 
V,  Bewley,  Cro.  J.  548 ;  Thomson  v.  Southwell,  12  Mod,  647 ;  Dobson  v.  Bell,  2 
Lev.  176. 

^  The  courts  will  notice  the  known  divisions  of  the  kingdom  into  counties : 
B.  V.  Sharpe,  8  C.  &  P.  (34  E.  G.  L.  R.)  436 ;  but  not  the  local  situation  of 
places  within  particular  counties,  or  the  distances  of  counties  from  each  other: 
DeyheCs  case,  4  B.  &  Aid.  (6  E.  G.  L.  R.)  243 ;  nor  the  division  of  counties, 
unless  described  by  statute :  B.  v.  Bourne,  Burr.  s.  c  42 ;  2  k  3  Will.  IV.  c. 
64.  Also,  counties,  inferior  counties :  March.  125 ;  2  Inst.  557.  That  a  county 
is  co-extensive  with  a  particular  town:  B.  v.  Baker,  18  &  19  Qeo.  II.  Also, 
the  ecclesiastical  divisions  of  the  kingdom :  Adams  v«  Terre-tenants  of  Savage, 
2  Ld.  Raym.  854.  But  not  the  situation  of  liberties,  vills  or  hamlets :  2  Inst. 
557 ;  B,  V.  Oreep,  Gomb.  459 ;  nor  that  a  place  is  in  a  particular  county,  as 
that  the  Tower  is  in  London :  Brown  v.  Thompson,  2  Q.  B.  (42  E.  G.  L.  R.) 
789 ;  Humphreys  v.  Budd,  9  D.  P.  G.  1000 ;  nor  that  a  town  is  in  a  particular 
diocese:  B,  v.  Sympson,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1379;  Str.  609.  So,  the  courts  will 
notice  the  extent  of  a  port ;  Fazakerley  v.  Wiltshire,  Str.  469  *,  and  of  an  incor- 
porated town :  B,  v.  Blacksmith's  Company,  Mich.  4  Geo.  II. 

The  court  will  not  notice  without  an  averment,  that  Dublin,  mentioned  in  a 
bill  of  exchange,  is  Dublin  in  Ireland :  Kearney  v.  King,  2  B.  &  Aid.  301.  Of 
course  they  will  not  notice  the  distance  of  streets  in  London  from  one  another, 
although  they  are  well  known :  Kirby  v.  Hickson,  I  L.  M.  &  P.  364 ;  nor  that 
a  particular  street  is  a  thoroughfare :  Grant  v.  Moser,  5  M.  &  G.  (44  E.  G.  L. 
R.)  129. 

**  As  of  a  war  with  France,  the  war  being  mentioned  in  several  statutes :  B. 
V.  Be  Berenger,  3  M.  &  S.  67  j  and  see  supra,  p.  278. 

'  Supra,  p.  281.  The  court  will  take  judicial  notice,  as  a  public  matter 
affecting  the  government  of  the  country,  that  an  allegation  that  a  revolted 
colony  has  been  recognized  as  an  independent  State  by  this  country  is  false : 
Taylor  v.  Barclay,  2  Sim.  213.  So,  they  will  notice  the  existence  of  a  foreign 
State  recognized  by  the  government:  Yrisarri  v.  Clement,  3  Bing.  (11  E.  G.  L. 
R.)  438. 
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competeDt  authority  ;^  nor  is  evidence  necessary  to  prove  the  time 
of  the  accession  of  the  sovereign ;  or  his  death ;'  the  privileges  of 
the  royal  palace  ;*'  or  the  great  and  privy  seals.^  So,  the  courts  will 
take  judicial  notice  of  the  seals  of  the  superior  courts,*  including  the 
courts  of  the  counties  palatine ;'  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  ;*  of  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty ;'  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy ;»  of  the 
Insolvent  Court ;^  of  the  new  County  Courts;*  of  the  Court  of  the 
Vice- Warden  of  the  Stannaries  ;^  of  the  Board  of  Poor  Law  Com- 
missioners;* of  the  Record  OflSce;*  of  the  General  Registry  OflSce;" 
of  the  Registrar  of  Designs'  OflSce  ;*  of  the  seal  of  the  Apothecaries' 
Company  to  a  certificate  of  the  qualification  of  an  apothecary  ;^  and 
of  the  corporate  seal  of  the  City  of  London.^  And  it  seems  that 
where  particular  seals  are  given  by  Act  of  Parliament,  the  courts 
must  take  judicial  notice  of  them. 

*But  the  courts  will  not  take  notice  without  proof  of  the 
■-  -I  seals  of  inferior  courts,  unless  made  cognizable  by  particu- 
lar statutes;  nor  of  the  Irish,  colonial,  or  foreign  courts.'^  But 
now  documents  which  in  Ireland  were  admissible  in  evidence  with- 
out proof  of  seal  or  signature,  shall  be  received  in  the  courts  of 
England  without  such  proof;  and  so  likewise,  documents  which  are 
admissible  in  England  without  proof  of  the  seal  shall  be  received 
in  Ireland  without  such  proof,  and  both  of  these  classes'  are  also  to 

7  As  the  London  Gazette,  without  proof  of  its  having  oome  from  the  Queen^s 
printer:  B,  7.  Forsyth^  R.  &  R.  274;  ted  qucerc;  and  see  supraj  pp.  279,  281. 

•  Holman  v.  Burrow,  2  Ld.  Raym.  791. 

*  Attom^'General  v.  Dcnaldson,  10  M.  &  W.  117. 
•*  Supra f  p.  267,  et  seq, 

*  Com.  Dig.,  tit.  fiyidenoe,  A.  2 ;  supra,  p.  258. 
«  Olive  V.  Guin,  2  Sid.  145. 

•  B.  N.  P.  247. 

'  Green  v.  WaUer,  Ld.  Raym.  891. 

«  1  &  2  Will.  IV.  0.  56,  S8.  28,  29 ;  2  A  3  Will.  IV.  o.  114,  s.  9, 

»^5&6yict.  0.116. 

<  9  &  10  Vict.  0.  95,  see  ss.  3,  57,  HI. 

J  6  &  7  Will.  IV.  0.  106,  8.  19. 

k  4  &  5  Will.  IV.  c.  76,  s.  3. 

» 1  &  2  Vict.  c.  94,  8.  31. 

«  6  &  7  WiU.  IV.  c.  86,  8.  33. 

*  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  100,  s.  16 ;  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  65,  as.  6,  7. 

•  14  &  15  Vict.  0.  99,  8.  8. 

P  Doe  d,  WoodmasB  v.  Mason,  1  £sp.  53. 

^  Henri/  y.  Ada/,  3  East  221 ;  Buchanan  y.  Bucker,  1  Gamp.  63 ;  Clark  v. 
Mullick,  3  Moo.  P.  C.  R.  252,  where  it  was  held  that  the  seals  of  our  coarts 
must  be  proved  in  the  colonies. 

'  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99,  88.  9,  10,  IL 
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be  admitted  in  like  manner  in  the  colonies.  And  by  the  same 
statute'  all  judicial  proceedings  of  any  foreign  pr  colonial  court, 
and  all  legal  documents  filed  or  deposited  therein,  may  be  proved  by 
a  copy  purporting  to  be  sealed  with  the  seal  of  such  court ;  or,  if 
the  court  has  no  seal,  by  a  copy  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the 
judge  or  one  of  the  judges  of  such  court,  such  judge  stating  on 
such  copy  that  the  court  has  no  seal,  without  further  proof.  Nor  will 
the  courts  notice  the  stamp  upon  the  judge's  order  ;^  nor  the  seal 
of  the  sheriff;''  nor  the  seal  of  a  corporation  other  than  of  London.^ 
They  also  notice  the  royal  sign  manual  ;^  the  signatures  of  the 
judges  of  the  superior  Courts  of  Law  or  Equity  at  Westminster.' 
Before  this  statute,  they  would  only  notice  the  signature  of  a  judge 
of  their  own  court  ;^  and  also  of  their  own  officers.'  So,  the  courts 
will  of  themselves  notice  the  ^meaning  of  English*  words,*  ^^^^^^  ^ 
terms  of  art,  legal  weights  and  measures,  money,  the  ordi-  ■-  -' 
nary  admeasurement  of  time.^^ 

No  evidence  also  is  necessary  to  prove  any  matter  of  legal  presump- 
tion.* 

■S.  7. 

*  Barrett  Navigation  Co.  v.  Shower,  8  D.  P.  C.  173. 

*"  Bunhury  v.  Matthews,  1  Car.  &  K.  (41  £.  0.  L.  R.)  380. 
^  MoUe9  V.  Thornton,  8  T.  R.  307 ;  CoUins  v.  Camagie,  1  A.  <Sb  £.  (28  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  695 ;  Couch  v.  Ooodmani  2  Q.  B.  (42  £.  C.  L.  R.)  580. 
^  E.  V.  Miller,  2  W.  Bl.  797. 

*  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  113,  8.  2. 

7  E.  y.  Hare,  13  East  189. 

■  HoweU  V.  WiUeins,  7  B.  A  C.  (14  E.  0.  L.  R.)  783. 
^  See  Angle  v.  Alexander,  7  Ring.  (20  £.  0.  L.  R.)  119. 
^  Mocking  v.  Cooke,  4  T.  R.  314 ;  Keamqf  v.  King,  2  B.  &  Aid.  301 ;  E,  v. 
Swatkins,  4  0.  &  P.  (19  £.  C.  L.  R.)  552. 
^  According  to  the  civil  law,  the  effect  of  a  legal  presumption  is  "  ut  a  proba- 

^  As  to  what  matters  courts  will  judiciously  notice :  see  Dixon  v.  NicholU,  39 
111.  372 ;  Neaderhouser  v.  State,  28  Md.  257  ;  Witherbee  v.  Dunn,  32  Gal.  106  -, 
Ferdinand  v.  State,  39  Ala.  706 ;  Grob  v.  Cuehman,  45  III.  119  ;  State  v.  Sher- 
man, 42  Mo.  210 ;  Wells  v.  Jackson  Co.,  47  N.  H.  235 ;  Carpenter  v.  Dexter,  8 
Wall.  513  ;  Johnson  v.  Eobertson,  31  Md.  476 ;  Kessel  v.  Albetes,  56  Barb.  362  ; 
Oraham  v.  WiUiams,  21  La.  Ann.  594 ;  Bethune  v.  HdU^  45  Ala.  522 ;  Dyer  v. 
Last,  51  111.  179  ;  Dewees  v.  Colorado,  32  Tez.  570 ;  U.  S.  v.  American  Gold 
Coin,  1  Woolw.  217  ;  FaunUeroy  v.  Hannibal,  1  Dill  118  ;  PreU  v.  McD<mald, 
7  Kans.  426 ;  Bragg  v.  Eush  Co.,  34  Md.  406  j  Davidson  v.  Peticolas,  34  Tez. 
27 ;  People  v.  Johr,  22  Mich.  461 ;  Dole  v.  WUson,  16  Minn.  525  -,  Lake  Merced 
Water  Co.  v.  Cowles,  31  Cal.  215 ;  Vassavlt  v.  Seitz,  Ibid.  225 ;  Mossman  v. 
Forrest,  27  Ind.  233 ;  Indianapolis  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Stephen,  28  Ind.  429 ;  Wood- 
ward V.  Chicago  E.  E.  Co.,  21  Wis.  309. 
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The  nature  of  legal  presumptions  will  now  be  considered. 

Evidence,  as  has  been  seen,  is  either  direcU  where  the  witnesses 
testify  as  to  facts  of  which  they  have  had  actual  knowledge ;  or  it  is 
indirect,  circumstantial  or  presumptive,^  where  the  fact  is  not  proved 
by  direct  evidence,  but  is  inferred  or  deduced  from  one  or  more  other 
facts,  which  are  directly  proved  or  admitted. 

According  to  this  definition,  circumstantial  or  presumptive  evi- 
dence includes  all  evidence  which  is  not  positive  and  direct,  without 
regard  to  its  nature,  intensity  and  degree ;  whether  the  fact  in  issue 
be  a  necessary  consequence  from  the  circumstances  proved,  or 
whether,  on  the  other  hand,  their  tendency  to  establish  the  fact  may 
be  rebutted  by  proof  to  the  contrary ;  whether  the  inference  be  made 
by  virtue  of  some  previously  known  and  ascertained  connection 
between  the  disputed  fact  and  those  which  are  proved,  or  be  a  mere 
deduction  of  reason,  exercised  upon  the  special  circumstances  of  the 
case,  either  *with  or  without  the  aid  of  connections  pointed 
'-        ^   out  by  experience. 

A  presumption  may  be  defined  to  be  an  inference  as  to  the  exist- 
ence of  one  fact,  from  the  existence  of  some  other  fact,  founded  upon 
a  previous  experience  of  their  connection.  To  constitute  such  a  pre- 
sumption, it  is  necessary  that  there  be  a  previous  experience  of  the 
connection  between  the  known  and  inferred  facts,  of  such  a  nature, 
that  as  soon  as  the  existence  of  the  one  is  established,  admitted  or 
assumed,  the  inference  as  to  the  existence  of  the  other  immediately 
arises,  independently  of  any  reasoning  upon  the  subject.  It  also 
follows,  from  the  above  definition,  that  the  inference  may  be  either 
certain^  or  not  certain,  but  merely  probable,  and  therefore  capable  of 
being  rebutted  by  proof  to  the  contrary. 

Presumptions  thus  defined  are  either  legal  and  artificial^  or  natural. 
They  are  artificial,  or  presumptions  of  law,  whenever  they  derive 
from  the  law  any  technical  or  artificial  operation  and  effect  beyond 
their  mere  natural  tendency  to  produce  belief,  and  operate  uniformly, 

tione  merito  immuDis  sit,  qui  vel  pradsumptionem  pro  se  habet  vol  possessionem." 
— Heinecc.  Pand.  374. 

'  The  term  presumptive  has  been  used  in  this  sense  by  English  lawyers,  in 
contradistinction  to  positive  and  direct  evidence,  and  consequently  as  including 
all  evidence  whatsoever  arising  from  circumstances,  whether  conclusive  or  in- 
conclusive in  its  nature :  see  Co.  Litt.  6 ;  Staunf.  179 ;  3  Comm.  371 ;  17  How. 
St.  Tr.  1430;  1  St.  Tr.  18 L  Lord  Coke,  when  he  speaks  of  violent,  probable, 
and  light  presumptions  (Co.  Litt.  6),  evidently  means,  not  presumptions  in  their 
strict  technical  sense,  but  presumptive  or  circumstantial  evidence.  And  see  the 
able  work  of  Mr.  Best  "  On  Presumptions." 
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without  applying  the  process  of  reasoning  on  which  they  are  founded 
to  the  circumstances  of  the  particular  case.  They  are,  on  the  other 
hand,  natural  where  they  act  merely  by  virtue  of  their  own  natural 
efiBcacy.  For  instance,  whenever  a  particular  presumption  arises 
from  the  lapse  of  a  defined  space  of  time,  it  is  always  in  its  nature 
artificial ;  for  the  evidence,  when  left  to  its  own  natural  efficacy,  is 
not  confined  within  arbitrary  and  artificial  boundaries.  Thus,  at 
the  expiration  of  twenty  years,  without  payment  of  interest  on  a 
bond,*  or  other  acknowledgment  of  its  existence,  satisfaction  was  to  be 
presumed;  but  if  a  single  day  less  than  twenty  years  had  elapsed, 
the  presumption  of  satisfaction  from  mere  lapse  of  time  did  not  arise. 
This  is  obviously  an  artificial  and  arbitrary  distinction.  No  man's 
mind  is  so  constituted  that  the  mere  lapse  of  the  single  day  which 
completes  the  twenty  years  would  absolutely  *generate  in  it 
a  conviction  or  belief  that  the  debt  had  been  satisfied.  But  '-  ^ 
again ;  satisfaction  may  be  inferred  from  the  lapse  of  a  shorter 
period,  if  it  be  rendered  probable  by  other  circumstances;  for  in- 
stance, from  the  lapse  of  nineteen  years ;  here  the  lapse  of  time  is  to 
be  taken  into  the  account  by  the  jury,  in  estimating  the  probability 
whether,  under  all  the  circumstances,  the  debt  has  not  been  satisfied. 
Here,  however,  the  lapse  of  time  possesses  no  artificial  or  arbitrary 
operation,  but  is  left  to  its  mere  natural  tendency,  to  convince  the 
minds  of  the  jury  that  the  debt  has  been  satisfied.' 

•  Before  the  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42. 

'  As  artificial  or  legal  presumptions  are  founded  partly  upon  principles  of  policy 
and  utility,  independently  of  the  real  existence  of  the  fact  inferred,  and  conse- 
quently, as  such  presumptions  must  occasionally,  at  least,  be  made  contrary  to 
to  the  real  truth,  it  follows,  that  these  presumptions  cannot,  consistently  with 
just  principles,  be  established,  unless  either  the  real  fact  be  immaterial,  as 
where  the  presumption  is  made  merely  for  the  purpose  of  annexing  a  legal  con- 
sequence to  the  fact  on  which  the  presumption  is  founded  ;  or  where  the  fact  to 
be  presumed  being  material,  but  its  investigation  difficult  and  remote,  a  general 
rule  of  presumption  can  be  established  of  practical  convenience,  and  consistent 
with  justice,  although  it  may  occasionally  operate  contrary  to  the  truth.  In  the 
first  place,  presumptions  are  frequently  made  for  the  mere  purpose  of  annexing 
a  legal  incident  to  a  particular  predicament  of  fact.  If  the  fact  B,j  to  which  a 
particular  legal  consequence  is  annexed,  be  absolutely  or  conditionally  presumed 
from  the  existence  of  the  fact  A,,  it  is  obvious  that  the  effect  is  to  annex  to  the 
fact  A.  the  legal  consequence  which  belongs  to  B,  The  making  of  such  pre- 
sumptions, and  thus  annexing  legal  consequences,  is  an  indirect  mode  of  legis- 
lation ;  and  in  estimating  the  legal  value  of  such  a  presumption,  it  is  plain  that 
the  intermediate  or  presumed  fact  may  be  left  out  of  the  account ;  the  question 
is,  whether  a  legal  consequence  be  well  connected  with  a  particular  predicament 
in  fact ;  in  other  words,  whether  a  rule  of  law  be  wisely  constituted.    Thus,  if 
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-^.  "^Artificial  or  legal  presutnptions  are  also  of  two  kinds, 

^        -J   immediate  and    mediate.     Immediate  are  those  which  are 

from  the  adverse  possession  of  an  incorporeal  interest  in  the  lands  of  another, 
unanswered,  a  grant  is  to  be  presumed,  the  effect  is  to  annex  ownership  as  an 
incident  to  such  adverse  possession  unanswered  ;  for  the  supposed  grant  is  mere 
fiction,  or  legal  machinery,  and  the  only  question  is,  whether  the  legal  conse- 
quences really  incident  to  a  valid  grant  are  well  annexed  to  such  a  state  of  facts. 
Again,  in  trover,  a  conversion  of  the  plaintiff's  property  is  to  be  inferred  by  a 
jury,  from  the  fact  of  a  demand  by  the  owner,  and  refusal  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  who  is  in  possession  of  it,  such  refusal  being  unexplained.    Here, 
the  predicament  on  which  the  presumption  is  built  renders  the  fact  presumed  in 
reality  immaterial,  where  the  defendant  wilfully  withholds  the  plaintiff's  pro- 
perty ;  it  is  of  no  importance  to  the  real  justice  of  the  case,  as  between  the 
parties,  to  what  use  the  defendant  may  have  applied  the  property,  whether  he 
has  consumed  the  goods,  or  allowed  them  to  perish  in  the  course  of  nature. 
The  effect  in  such  cases  is  merely  to  annex  to  one  fact  a  legal  incident  annexed 
by  law  to  another  fact,  to  which  the  former  is  in  all  respects  equivalent.    Such 
presumptions  are  also  well  founded  in  principle  where  the  investigation  of  a 
fact  is  difficult  and  precarious,  and  where  a  general  rule  of  practical  utility  can 
be  established,  without  occasioning  positive  injustice  in  individual  instances. 
Within  this  principle,  all  statutes  of  limitation,  and  the  presumptions  made 
in  analogy  to  them,  are  founded.    The  difficulty  of  proving  a  debt  constantly 
increases  with  lapse  of  time,  and  may  at  last  become  impossible ;  whilst,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  probability  that  he  who  makes  no  claim  of  payment  or  posses- 
sion has  a  right  to  make  it,  continually  diminishes.    Convenience,  therefore, 
requires  that  at  some  period  or  other  the  presumption  should  be  made,  either 
absolutely  or  otherwise,  against  the  antiquated  claim.    And  as  such  a  rule  or 
presumption  must  be  general  in  its  operation,  a  precise  and  definite  period  must  of 
course  be  appointed  for  its  operation.    The  great  advantages  of  this  in  point  of 
policy  and  convenience  are  of  the  most  obvious  nature.    The  operation  of  such  a 
rule,  whether  it  be  absolute,  or  be  but  2k  primd  fa4i%e  presumption,  being  purely 
artificial  in  its  nature,  may  be,  it  is  true,  contrary  to  the  fact ;  but  of  this,  a  party 
who  knew  the  rule,  and  who  suffers  therefore  merely  from  his  own  laches,  has 
no  just  ground  for  complaint.    On  this  ground,  by  the  Stat.  1  Jac.  I.  c.  11,  s.  2, 
19  Car.  II.  c.  6,  a  person  who  has  been  abroad  for  the  space  of  seven  years,  and 
has  not  been  heard  of  within  that  time,  is,  at  the  expiration  of  it,  presumed  to 
be  dead :  a  rule  of  convenience,  on  account  of  the  difficulty  of  proving  the  death 
of  a  person  under  such  circumstances,  and  attended  with  no  positive  injustice  in 
any  individual  case,  the  presumption  operating  only  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the 
contrary.    On  the  same  principles  were  founded  the  decisions  of  the  Roman  law 
in  those  nice  cases  which  sometimes  happen,  where  it  is  impossible,  with  any 
approach  to  certainty,  to  decide  which  of  two  persons,  who  died  very  nearly  at 
the  same  time,  survived  the  other.    Cum  bello  pater  cum  filio  periisset,  materque 
filii  quasi  postea  mortui  bona  vindicaret,  agnati  vero  patris  quasi  fiiius  antea 
periisset,  Divus  Hadrianns  credidit,  patrem  prius  esse  mortuum  :  L.  9,  s.  1,  ff.  de 
reb.  dub.    And  again,  Mulier  naufragio  cum  annicolo  filio  periit  quia  verisimile 
videbatur,  ante  matrem  infantem  periisse,  virum  partem  dotis  retinere  placuit : 
L.  23,  ff.  de  pao.  dot ;  see  tit.  Death,  Vol.  II.    In  such  oases  a  general  rule  is 
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^made  by  the  law  itself,  directly,  and  withoat  the  aid  of 


a  jury.     Mediate  presumptions  are  those  which  cannot  be 


[*745] 


preferable  to  laborious  investigation  in  each  individiial  case,  where  the  result 
must  always  be  subject  to  doubt  and  uncertainty. 

It  has  been  said,  that  the  presumption  of  the  law  is  better  than  that  of  man 
(Esprit  des  Loix,  L  29,  o.  16).  A  position  much  too  large,  if  it  be  not  limited  to 
general  rules  of  the  nature  above  alluded  to.  For  artificial  presumptions,  although 
beneficial,  as  general  and  practical  rules,  are  usually  very  uncertain  and  precari- 
ous instruments  for  the  investigation  of  truth  in  particular  instances ;  they  are, 
therefore,  unfit  to  be  employed  where  any  application  of  the  law,  contrary  to  the 
real  fact,  would  be  attended  with  positive  injustice,  as  in  criminal  cases.  Where 
facts  are  not  necessarily  connected,  the  connecting  of  them  by  means  of  artificial 
presumption  must  sometimes  lead  to  error  in  fact.  Where  facts  are  necessarily 
or  usually  connected,  technical  presumptions  are  unnecessary ;  the  common  sense 
and  experience  of  mankind  will  lead  them  to  the  proper  conclusions,  giving  to 
such  natural  presumptions  such  weight  as  experience  warrants,  confirmed  as  they 
are  on  the  one  hand,  or  impeached  on  the  other,  by  the  whole  context  of  circum- 
stances belonging  to  the  case.  It  is  also  to  be  observed,  that  presumptions  which 
tend  to  the  actual  investigation  of  such  facts  as  are  usually  the  subject  of  litiga- 
tion in  courts  of  justice,  are  of  a  very  general  nature,  and  seldom,  if  ever,  conclu- 
sive. Thus  presumptions,  and,  strong  ones,  are  constantly  founded  on  a  know- 
ledge of  mankind  ;  a  man's  motives  are  inferred  from  his  acts,  and  his  conduct 
from  the  motives  by  which  he  was  known  to  be  influenced ;  it  is  presumed,  that 
a  rational  agent  intended  the  consequence  which  his  acts  naturally  tended  to 
accomplish  ;  that  he  consults  his  own  interests ;  that  if  he  pays  or  acknowledges 
a  debt  it  is  really  due  ;  that  if  he  admits  himself  to  be  guilty  of  a  crime,  the  ad- 
mission is  true ;  that  he  does  not  commit  a  crime,  or  do  any  other  act  which  tends 
to  his  prejudice,  without  a  motive.  Presumptions  of  this  nature,  in  almost  every 
case  of  circumstantial  evidence,  afford  a  light  which  may  be  considered  to  be 
absolutely  essential  to  the  discovery  of  truth  ;  but  then  they  operate  simply  by 
their  own  intrinsic  efficacy,  as  ascertained  by  experience,  and  never  so  conclu- 
sively as  to  form  the  basis  of  an  artificial  rule  which  is  to  operate  invariably. 
All  natural  presumptions  are  founded  in  experience ;  but  so  infinitely  are  the 
transactions  of  mankind  complicated  and  varied,  that  such  an  experience  of  the 
necessary  or  even  ordinary  connection  between  particular  facts  as  will  serve  for 
the  basis  of  a  primd  facie  presumption,  still  less  of  a  conclusive  inference,  is 
unattainable,  even  in  the  most  simple  instances.  So  far  is  experience  from  war- 
ranting such  presumptions,  that  it  evinces  their  inefficacy  by  showing  that  a 
general  presumption  would  frequently  be  a  fallacious  one.  There  is  no  subject 
for  presumption  of  more  ordinarry  occurrence  than  is  afforded  by  the  prisoner's 
recent  possession  of  stolen  goods,  on  prosecution  for  larceny  ;  no  facts,  perhaps, 
are  more  closely  and  usually  combined,  in  legal  experience,  than  is  the  fact  of 
such  recent  possession  of  the  property  by  the  prisoner,  with  the  fact  that  he 
stole  it ;  yet  this  connection,  although  usual,  is  by  no  means  necessary,  as  expe- 
rience proves ;  no  artifical  presumption  can  therefore  be  founded  on  such  a  con- 
nection ;  the  law,  it  is  true,  recognizes  it,  and  the  judge  usually  comments  upon 
its  nature  and  force;  but  no  artificiaU  weight  or  importance  is  annexed  to  it,  and 
the  juries  do  not  convict  unless  they  are  fully  satisfied  and  convinced  of  the 
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-^  *made  but  by  the  aid  of  a  jury.     Thus,  the  law  itself  pre- 

^  -^  sumes  that  a  bond,  or  other  specialty,  was  made  upon  a 
good  consideration;  but  the  common  law  never  presumed 
•-  J  *from  the  lapse  of  twenty  years,  without  any  payment  of 
interest  on  a  bond,  or  acknowledgment  of  its  existence,  that  it  had 
been  satisfied;  that  presumption  was  left  to  a  jury.  Presamptions 
may  therefore  be  divided'  into  three  classes:  1st.  Legal  presumptions 
made  by  the  law  itself,  or  presumptions  of  mere  law,  2dly.  Legal 
presumptions  made  by  a  jury,  or  presumptions  of  law  and  fact. 
8dly.  Mere  natural  presumptions,  or  presumptions  of  mere  fact. 

First.  Presumptions  of  mere  law,  are  either  absolute  and  conclu- 
sive, which  correspond  with  the  prceaumptiones  juris  et  de  jure  of  the 
Roman  law ;  or  like  the  prcesumptiones  juris  of  the  Roman  law,  they 
may  be  rebutted  by  evidence  to  the  contrary.  Thus,  the  presumption 
of  law,  that  a  bond  or  other  specialty  was  executed  upon  a  good  con- 
sideration, cannot  be  rebutted  by  evidence;^  but  although  the  law 

actual  guilt  of  the  prisoner.  Artificial  presumptions,  therefore,  can  never  be 
safely  established  as  a  means  of  proof  in  a  criminal  case.  To  conyict  an  innocent 
man  is  an  act  of  positive  injustice,  which,  according  to  one  of  the  best  and  most 
humane  principles  of  our  law,  cannot  be  expiated  by  the  conviction  of  an  hun- 
dred criminals  who  might  otherwise  have  escaped :  2  Hale  289.  From  such 
presumptions  the  common  law  is  justly  most  abhorrent ;  and  happily  our  statute 
book  has  not  been  disgraced  by  many  violations  of  the  humane  principles  of  the 
common  law  in  this  respect.  The  abominable  and  sanguinary  enactments  of 
the  statute  of  James  the  First  (21  Jac.  I.  c.  27),  which  made  the  concealment 
of  a  bastard  child  by  the  mother,  evidence  that  she  murdered  it,  no  longer  exists. 
But  it  is  impossible,  without  a  feeling  of  indignation,  to  recollect  that  such  a 
statute  did  exist  as  the  law  of  this  country  for  nearly  two  centuries ;  the  natural 
effect  of  which  was  to  leave  a  court  and  jury  no  other  alternative  than  either 
to  violate  their  oaths,  or  to  execute  one  for  murder  whom  in  their  consciences 
they  believed  to  be  innocent. 

<  So  according  to  the  Roman  law,  "  PrsBsumptio  oonjeotura  est  ducta  ab  eo 
quod  ut  plurimum  fit.  Ea  vel  a  Lege  inducitur,  vel  a  Judice,  Qusb  ab  ipsft 
lege  inducitur  vel  ita  comparata  est  ut  probationem  contrarii  hand  admittat  vel 
ut  eadem  possit  elidi.  Priorem  doctores  prsesumptionem  juris  adpellant.  Quas 
a  judice  inducitur  conjectura  prsesumptio  hominis  adpellari  solet,  et  semper 
admittit  probationem  contrarii  quamvis  si  alicujus  momenti  sit  proband!  onere 
relevet:  Heineccius  £1.  J.  C,  p.  4,  s.  122. 

^  Lowe  V.  Peers,  4  Burr.  2225 ;  i.  e.  so  long  as  the  deed  remains  unimpeached^ 
a  bond  or  other  specialty  may  be  directly  impeached,  on  the  ground  of  fraud ; 
and  then  the  consideration  may  become  the  subject  of  inquiry ;  but  whilst  the 
legal  existence  of  the  deed  stands  admitted,  the  presumption  uf  a  good  con- 
sideration is  peremptory  and  absolute.  After  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  or 
defendant,  the  court  will  presume  all  things  necessary  to  support  the  declara- 
tion or  plea:  Sweetapple  v.  Jesse,  5  B.  &  Ad.  (27  E.  C.  L.  R.)  27  *,  Harris  v. 
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also  presumes,  or  intends,  that  a  bill  of  exchange  was  accepted  on  a 

good  consideration,  that  presumption  may  be  rebutted  by  proof  to 

the  contrary.  Thus,  also,  it  is  a  presumption  not  to  be  rebutted,  that 

a  child  under  fourteen  ^cannot  commit  a  rape,^  and  that  an    ^^^,^^ 

r  748 1 
iilfant  under  seven  cannot  commit  felony.^  ^         -^ 

Artificial  presumptions,  made  by  the  law  itself,  are  not  in  general 
used  as  rules  of  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  doubted 
facts  ;  but  are,  in  effect,  mere  arbitrary  rules  of  law,  which,  according 
to  the  policy  of  the  law,  operates  in  some  instances  conclusively,  and 
which,  in  other  instances  again,  where  peremptory  and  absolute 
operation  would  be  attended  with  inconvenience,  may  be  answered 
and  rebutted.  The  connection  between  mere  natural  facts  cannot  be 
known,  but  from  actual  observation  and  experience ;  but  purely  arti- 
ficial relations,  such  as  legal  incidents  and  consequences,  the  mere 
creatures  of  positive  law,  may  be  indissolubly  tied  and  connected 
together  by  the  rules  of  law.  A  law,  or  rule  of  law,  consists  in 
nothing  more  than  the  connecting  of  certain  consequences  with  par- 
ticular defined  predicaments  of  fact.  When,  therefore,  the  law  pre- 
sumes or  infers  any  fact  to  which  a  legal  consequence  is  annexed, 
from  any  defined  predicament  of  facts,  the  law  in  effect  indirectly 
annexes  to  that  predicament  the  legal  consequences  which  belongs  to 
the  presumed  fact.^ 

Again,  in  many  instances  presumptions  of  law  are  but  primd  facte 
inferences  or  intendments^  made  by  the  courts,  liable  to  be  rebutted 
by  proof  to  the  contrary.  Thus,  the  law  will  intend,  or  imply,  that 
the  heir-at-law  of  an  ancestor,  who  died  seised  of  an  estate,  was  in 
possession  ;"^  or  where  a  fine  has  been  levied,  will  imply  that  it  has 
been  levied  with  proclamations ;"  or  that  the  examination  of  *a 
prisoner,  under  a  charge  of  felony,  has  been  taken  in  writing,^   ^         -■ 

Goodwyn^  2M.  &  G.  (40  £.  C.  L.  R.)  405;  see  Steniiel  v.  Hogg,  1  Wms.  Saund. 
228,  note. 
^  E,  V.  Oroombridge,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  £.  C.  L.  R.)  582. 

*  4  Bl.  Com.  2;i. 

*  Supra,  p.  743,  note  (/), 

^  Watkias  on  Descents,  ch.  1,  p.  35. 

^  3  Co.  86,  b.  But  if  the  intendment  be  rebutted,  proclamations  must  be 
proved,  in  order  to  bar  a  stranger :  B.  N.  P.  229.  The  acceptance  of  rent  from 
a  third  person  is  not  a  ground  for  presuming  a  surrender :  Copeland  v.  Watts 
and  another,  Executors  qf  Cfubbins,  1  Stark.  C.  (2  £.  C.  L.  R.)  95.  The  non- 
production  of  books  upon  notice  merely  entitles  the  opposite  parties  to  give 
secondary  evidence.  It  does  not  authorise  the  jury  to  speculate  upon  the 
probable  contents :  Cooper  and  another  v.  Qihbona,  3  Camp.  C.  363. 

*  Tit.  Admissions. 
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until  the  contrary  of  these  facts  be  proved.  Presumptions  of  this 
nature  may  be  rebutted  not  only  by  evidence  to  the  contrary,  but 
also  by  contrary  presumptions  or  intendments  of  law.  Thus,  on  an 
indictment  for  the  non-repair  of  a  road,  the  presumption  that  an 
award  in  relief  of  the  defendants  was  duly  made  according  to  the 
directions  of  an  enclosure  act,  may  be  rebutted  by  proof  of  repairs 
subsequently  done  to  the  road  by  the  defendants.'*  But  the  presump- 
tion in  favor  of  innocence  is,  it  has  been  held,  too  strong  to  be  over- 
come by  an  artificial  intendment  of  law.^ 

Secondly,  Presumptions  of  law  and  fact — These  are  also  artificial 
presumptions  which  are  recognized  and  warranted  by  the  law  as  the 
proper  inferences  to  be  made  by  juries  under  particular  circumstances. 
These  are  also  founded  partly  upon  principles  of  policy  and  conve* 
nience,  and  frequently  in  analogy  to  express  rules  of  law ;  and  for 
this  purpose  a  technical  force  and  efficacy  is  given  to  the  evidence 
which  warranto  such  presumption,  heyond  ite  mere  natural  tendency 
to  convince  the  mind.  Two  incidents  are  essential  to  presumptions 
of  this  class :  1st.  The  inference  cannot  be  made  by  the  court,  but 
ought  to  be  made  by  the  jury.  2dly.  Th6  inference  is  never  con- 
clusive. 

Presumptions,  therefore,  of  this  kind  are  very  closely  allied  to 
those  artificial  presumptions  which  are  made  by  the  law  itself,  but 
which  are  in  their  nature  inconclusive,  that  is,  to  the  prcetumptiones 
juris  of  the  Roman  law.'  They  are  of  a  class  intermediate  between 
mere  artificial  ^presumptions  made  by  the  law  itself,  and 
^  -'  mere  natural  presumptions,  which  are  to  be  made  exclusively 
by  a  jury.  They  may,  therefore,  not  improperly  be  called  mixed 
presumptions,  or  presumptions  of  law  and  fact^  partaking  of  the 
nature  of  mere  legal  presumptions,  in  this  respect,  that  they  are  arti- 
ficial, and  of  the  nature  of  mere  natural  presumptions,  inasmuch  as 
they  must  be  made,  not  by  the  court,  but  by  a  jury.  The  principle 
and  origin  of  this  class  of  presumptions  are  usually  not  remote ;  they 
are  for  the  most  part  instruments  in  the  hands  of  the  courts,  by 
which  positive  statutes,  or  rules  of  law,  are  extended  by  analogy  to 
cases  which  do  not  fall  within  their  express  legal  operation,  or  by 
means  of  which  effect  is  given  to  rules  of  -evident  policy  and  conve- 

^  E.  v.  Inhabitants  of  Haslingifieldy  2  M.  &  S.  558. 

4  R,  V.  Twining,  2  B.  &  Aid.  386 ;  and  see  as  to  the  presumption  that  a  legal 
duty  was  performed :  R.  v.  Whiston,  4  M.  &  Q.  (43  £.  C.  L.  R.)  607 ;  R,  r. 
Witney,  5  A.  &  S.  (31  E.  0.  L.  R.)  191. 

'  Supra,  p.  747,  note  {g). 
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nience,  which  cannot  be  applied  directly.'  Thus,  a  jury  is  required 
or  at  least  advised,  by  the  court,  to  infer  a  grant  of  an  incorporeal 
hereditament  after  an  adverse  enjoyment  for  the  space  of  twenty 
years  unanswered/^  This  is  done  in  analogy  to  the  Statute  of  Limi- 
tations, 21  Jac.  I. ;  for  as  an  adverse  possession  of  twenty  years  is 
sufficient  to  confer  a  title  to  the  possession  of  the  land  itself,  d  for- 
tiori it  ought  to  confer  a  right  to  an  interest  arising  out  of  the  land  ; 
but  that  Statute  of  Limitations  does  not  extend  to  this  case,  and 
therefore  the  benefit  and  convenience  of  such  a  limitation  was  ob- 
tained indirectly,  by  thus  raising  an  artificial  presumption/  Pre- 
sumptions of  this  nature,  which  depend  merely  on  acquiescence  for 
a  specific  and  definite  period  of  *time,  of  arbitrary  appoint- 
ment, are  most  obviously  artificial ;  their  operation  may  de-  ^  ^ 
pend  on  the  lapse  of  a  few  hours,  more  or  less. 

So,  in  the  case  of  trover ;  an  unqualified  refusal  to  deliver  up  the 
goods  on  demand  made  by  the  owner,  does  not  fall  within  any  defini- 
tion of  a  conversion ;  but  inasmuch  as  the  detention  is  attended 
with  all  the  evils  of  a  conversion  to  the  owner,  the  law  makes  it,  in 
its  effects  and  consequences,  equivalent  to  a  conversion,  by  directing 
or  advising  the  jury  to  infer  a  conversion  from  the  facts  of  demand 
and  refusal. 

Thirdly,  Natural  presumptions,  or  presumptions  of  mere  fact. 
These  depend  upon  their  own  natural  force  and  efficacy  in  generating 
belief  or  conviction  in  the  mind,  as  derived  from  those  connections 
which  are  pointed  out  by  experience  ;*  they  are  wholly  independent 
of  any  artificial   legal  relations  and   connections,  and   differ   from 

'  For  instances  of  the  latter  description,  nidt  supra,  note  (/). 
^  Lord  Tenterden^s  Act,  2  &  3  Will.  IV.  c.  71,  provides  fixed  periods  of 
limitation  in  many  of  these  cases :  see  tit.  Prsscriftiok. 

*  The  presumption  that  a  bond  had  been  satisfied  after  the  expiration  of 
twenty  years  from  the  time  when  interest  had  been  paid,  or  other  acknowledg- 
ments made  of  its  existence,  was  built  on  the  same  principle :  vide  supra;  pp. 
742,  743 ;  and  see  Searle  v.  ZorcZ  BarHngton,  2  Str.  826 ;  2  Ld.  tlaym.  1370 ; 
Turner  t.  Crisp,  2  Str.  827 ;  Moreland  v.  Bennetty  Str.  652 ;  Washington  v. 
Brymer,  Peake*8  Adv.  C.  201.  This  case  is  now  provided  for  by  3  &  4  Will. 
IV.  c.  42,  s.  3,  which  establishes  this  period  of  limitation. 

*  These,  no  doubt,  form  the  basis  of  numerous  legal  presumptions.  Thus  it 
is  presumed  that  a  party  will  adopt  acts  done  for  his  benefit :  Bailey  y.  Culver- 
weU,  8  B.  &  G.  (15  £.  0.  L.  R.)  448. 

^  The  doctrine  of  prescription  or  presumption  of  grant  from  lapse  of  time 
can  have  no  application  to  a  case  of  underground  waters  percolating,  oozing  or 
filtering  through  the  earth :  Frazier  y.  Brown,  12  Ohio  (N.  S.)  294. 
44 
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presumptions  of  mere  law  in  this  essential  respect,  that  those  depend 
upon,  or  rather  are,  a  branch  of  the  particular  system  of  jurispru- 
dence to  which  they  belong;  but  mere  natural  presumptions  are  de- 
rived wholly  by  means  of  the  coipmon  experience  of  mankind,  from 
the  course  of  nature  and  the  ordinary  habits  of  society.  Such  pre- 
sumptions are,  therefore,  wholly  independent  of  the  system  of  laws 
to  be  applied  to  the  facts  when  established ;  they  remain  the  same 
in  their  nature  and  operation,  whether  the  law  of  England,  or  the 
code  of  Justinian,  is  to  decide  upon  the  legal  effect  and  quality  of 
the  facts  when  found. 

Many  presumptions  of  this  class  are  recognized  by  the  law,  and 
therefore,  in  one  sense,  may  be  termed  legal  presumptions,  which 
still,  unless  some  degree  of  technical  force  and  weight  be  given  them 
beyond  their  mere  natural  operation,  are  properly  to  be  ranked  in 
this  class.  The  recent  possession  of  stolen  goods,  on  a  trial  for  lar- 
P^i^ro-i  ceny,  is  ^recognized  by  the  law  as  affording  a  presumption 
of  guilt;  and,  therefore,  in  one  sense,  is  a  presumption  of 
law,  but  it  is  still,  in  effect,  a  mere  natural  presumption;  for,  al- 
though the  circumstance  may  weigh  greatly  with  a  jury,  it  is  to 
operate  solely  by  its  own  natural  force,  for  a  jury  are  not  to  convict 
on  this  or  any  other  charge,  unless  they  be  actually  convinced  in 
their  consciences  of  the  truth  of  the  fact.  Such  a  presumption  is 
therefore  essentially  different  from  the  legal  presumptions  in  fact 
lately  adverted  to,  where  the  jury  were  to  infer  that  a  bond  had  or 
had  not  been  satisfied,  as  a  few  days  or  even  hours,  more  or  less,  had 
elapsed. 

Although  it  be  the  peculiar  province  of  a  jury  to  deal  with  pre- 
sumptions of  this  description,  and  to  make  such  inferences  as  their 
experience  warrants,  yet  in  some  instances,  where  particular  facts 
are  inseparably  connected  according  to  the  usual  course  and  order  of 
nature,  and  the  interposition  of  a  jury  would  be  nugatory,  the  courts 
themselves  will  draw  the  inference.  Thus,  on  a  question  of  bastardy, 
where  the  child  has  been  born  within  a  few  weeks  after  the  access  of 
the  husband,  the  bastardy  of  the  child  will  be  inferred  without  the 
aid  of  a  jury.^ 

Presumptions  of  this  nature  are,  as  has  already  been  observed,  co- 
extensive with  the  experience  of  mankind;  there  is  in  fact  no  rela- 
tion whatsoever,  whether  natural  or  artificial,  subject  to  human 
observation,  which  may  not  be  proved,  where  such  proof  is  material, 
in  a  court  of  justice,  by  the  testimony  of  those  who  have  had  expe- 
rience of  that  relation. 

7  B.  V.  LuffCf  8  East  193. 
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A  mere  pregumption^  in  the  proper  and  technical  sense  of  the  word, 
is  much  more  limited  in  its  nature  than  presumptive  or  circumstantial 
evidence  in  general.  A  presumption,  strictly  speaking,  results  from 
a  previously  known  and  ascertained  connection  between  the  presumed 
fact  and  the  fact  from  which  the  inference  is  made,  ""without  vi^^^io-y 
the  intervention  of  any  act  of  reason  in  the  individual  in- 
stance; on  the  other  hand,  circumstantial  evidence,  that  is,  indirect 
evidence  to  prove  a  fact,  may  depend  wholly  on  a  process  of  reason- 
ing applied  to  the  facts  of  the  particular  case,  although  the  mind 
may  never  have  experienced  such  a  combination  before.  The  instance 
put  by  Lord  Coke,'  of  what  he  terms  a  violent  presumption,  is,  in 
reality,  a  case  of  indirect  or  circumstantial  evidence,  but  not  properly 
presumption  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  word,  because  the  inference 
results  from  an  act  of  reason,  exercised  upon  the  facts,  and  not  upon 
any  known  and  ascertained  relations.  The  instance  which  he  gives 
of  a  violent  presumption  is  this :  '^  where  a  man  is  found  suddenly 
dead  in  a  room,  and  another  is  found  running  out  of  that  room  with 
a  bloody  sword  in  his  hand."  It  is  plain  that  in  such  a  case  con- 
viction is  wrought  by  an  exercise  of  the  reason  upon  the  circumstances 
(however  small  the  effort)  by  which  the  mind,  upon  the  slightest 
reflection,  excludes  all  guilty  agents  but  one:  the  excluding  force 
and  nature  of  the  circumstances  generate  conviction  by  negativing,  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  mind,  the  agency  of  any,  but  one  individual. 
It  is  evident  that  a  witness  who  had  never  seen  such  a  transaction 
before  would  as  readily  come  to  the  proper  conclusion,  as  one  who 
had  actually  had  experience  of  similar  facts ;  and  consequently  that 
reason,  and  not  any  previous  experience  of  similar  associations,  sup- 
plies the  inference. 

In  practice,  however,  it  rarely  happens  that  some  natural  pre- 
sumption, properly  so  called,  does  not  co-operate  with  the  exercise 
of  reason  on  the  particular  circumstances  to  produce  conviction. 
And  on^  the  other  hand,  those  transactions  which  are  the  subject  of 
judicial  inquiry,  and  indeed  all  human  dealing,  present  such  an 
infinite  variety  of  circumstances,  that  experience  alone,  however 
essential  and  important,  as  undoubtedly  it  is,  in  supplying  inferences 
♦which  tend  to  the  general  conclusion,  can  rarely  simply  and 
alone,  without  the  aid  of  sound  reason  and  discretion  exer-  ^  -■ 
cised  upon  all  the  circumstances,  warrant  a  conclusion.  It  follows, 
that  further  remarks  on  mere  natural  presumptions  belong  properly 
to  the  head  of  drcuvMtantial  evidert'Ce. 

It  seems  to  be  a  general  rule,  that  wherever  there  is  evidence  on 

» Co.  Litt.  6. 
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which  a  jury  has  founded  a  presumption  according  to  the  justice  of 
the  case,  the  courts  will  not  grant  a  new  trial.  In  an  action  on  a 
promissory  note,  given  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant,  in  conside- 
ration of  the  plaintiff's  marrying  his  daughter;  the  defence  was  that 
the  marriage  was  not  a  legal  one,  the  plaintiff  having  married  the 
daughter  when  he  was  under  age,  and  without  the  consent  of  his 
parents  or  guardian.  It  also  appeared,  that  when  the  plaintiff  came 
of  age,  the  wife  was  lying  on  her  death-bed,  and  that  she  died  in 
three  weeks  afterwards.  The  jury  nevertheless  presumed  a  subse- 
quent legal  marriage,  and  the  court  afterwards  refused  to  set  aside 
the  verdict.*  But  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  there  is  a  strong 
legal  presumption  in  favor  of  marriage.^ 

Many  of  the  presumptions  which  are  recognized  by  the  law  are 
noticed  under  the  particular  subject  of  evidence  to  *which 
L        J   they  belong;'  it  may,  however,  be  proper  to  advert  to  some 
of  the  most  general.  * 

The  law  of  England,  as  well  as  the  civil  law,  presumes  against 
fraud,  ^^  ocUosa  et  inhonesta  non  %uwt  in  lege  prcesumenday  et  in  facto 
qtiod  in  se  habet  et  bonumy  et  malum,  magis  de  bono,  quam  de  malo, 
prcesumendum  est.*'^  Thus,  where  bankers  had  been  in  the  habit  of 
discounting  bills  for  a  person,  who,  on  one  occasion,  sent  his  clerk 
with  the  bill  on  which  the  action  was  brought  to  inform  them  that  his 
taking  the  bill  from  the  plaintiff  would  depend  upon  their  discount- 
ing it,  and  to  inquire  whether  they  would  discount  it,  and  they, 
without  giving  any  answer  to  the  clerk,  afterwards  placed  the  bill  to 
his  credit ;  in  an  action  of  trover  against  them  for  the  bill,  it  was  held 
that  they  must  be  presumed  to  be  bond  fide  holders,  and  also  that 
they  had  acted  honestly,  and  consequently  it  could  not  be  presumed 

*•  Wilkinson  y.  Payne,  4  T.  R.  468.  Lord  Eenyon,  in  that  case,  said  the  rule 
was  carried  so  far  that  he  remembered  an  instance  of  it  bordering  on  the 
ridiculous,  where,  in  an  action  on  the  game  laws,  it  was  suggested  that  the  gun 
with  which  the  defendant  fired  was  not  charged  with  shot,  but  that  the  bird 
might  have  died  in  consequence  of  fright;  and  the  jury  having  found  for  the 
defendant,  the  Court  refused  to  grant  a  new  trial ;  see  also  Standen  v.  Standen^  ' 
cited  4  T.  R.  469,  where  a  marriage  was  presumed,  although  there  was  strong 
evidence  to  show  that  there  had  not  been  time  enough  for  a  publication  of  banns 
three  times.  It  may,  however,  be  very  questionable  whether  such  decisions 
are  not  only  contrary  to  sound  policy,  but  even  positively  mischievous.  Do 
they  not  afford  temptation  to  juries,  in  hard  cases,  to  trifle  with  the  sacred 
obligation  of  an  oath  ?  And  the  old  rule  cannot  now  be  supported :  see  per 
Parke,  B.,  Doe  v.  Davies,  2  M.  &  W.  511 ;  and  tit.  Nsw  Trial. 

^  See  Piers  v.  Piers,  2  H.  of  L.  Cases  331. 

^  See  tit.  Intention,  Pbescription,  Custom. 

<  10  Co.  56 ;  and  see  Nickels  v.  Boss,  8  C.  B.  (65  E.  C.  L.  R.)  704. 
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that  the  clerk  had  delivered  the  message.*  Upon  this  principle  the 
law  always  presumes  in  favor  of  innocence,  as  that  a  man's  character 
is  good  until  the  contrary  appear,  or  that  he  is  innocent  of  an  offence 
imputed  to  him  till  his  guilt  be  proved.  Where  a  woman  married 
again  within  the  space  of  twelve  months  after  her  husband  had  left 
the  country,  the  presumption  of  innocence  was  held  to  preponderate 
over  the  usual  presumption  of  the  continuance  of  life.'  On  the 
other  hand,  omnia  prcesumuntur  *c<mtra  spoliatorem.  Thus, 
if  a  man  tortiously  withhold  the  evidence  by  which  the  nature  ^  ^ 
of  his  case  would  be  manifested,  every  presumption  to  his  disadvan- 
tage would  be  adopted.' 

«  Middleton  v.  Bamed,  4  Ex.  241. 

'  B.  y.  Twyning,  2  B.  &  Aid.  386.  But  this  case  has  been  much  commented 
on  in  B,  v.  Harho^^ne,  2  Ad.  k  £.  (29  E.  G.  L.  R.)  541,  where  it  was  held  that  a 
man  having  some  years  before  married  one  woman,  who  was  shown  to  have 
been  alive  on  17th  March,  1831,  and  another  woman  on  the  11th  April  in  that 
year,  the  sessions  were  justified  in  presuming  the  first  wife  to  have  been  alive 
and  the  second  marriage  void ;  and  Lord  Denman,  G.  J.,  said  that  there  was  no 
rigid  presumption  of  law  without  reference  to  the  accompanying  circumstances, 
and  the  presumption  of  innocence  could  not  prevail  against  proof  that  the  first 
wife  was  alive  shortly  before.  With  respect  to  the  general  rule  of  the  pre- 
sumption of  innocence,  see  Williams  v.  The  East  India  Company,  3  East  192  ; 
B,  V.  Hawkins^  10  East  211 ;  and  Lord  Halifax's  ca^e,  supra,  pp.  593,  594.  In 
Potodl  V.  MiWumf  3  Wils.  355 ;  2  BI.  851 ;  upon  the  trial  of  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received,  in  order  to  try  the  plaintiff's  right  to  a  donative,  it 
was  held  that  it  was  unnecessary  for  him  to  prove  at  the  trial,  although  called 
upon  to  do  so,  that  he  had  subscribed  the  articles  of  the  church,  in  the 
presence  of  the  ordinary,  or  publicly  read  the  same,  or  that  he  had  sub- 
scribed the  declaration  of  uniformity  contained  in  the  stat  13  &  14  Gharles 
II.,  c.  4.  And  the  case  of  Monke  v.  Butler,  1  Roll.  R.  83,  was  cited 
as  a  strong  one.  Monke  sued  for  tithes;  the  defendant  pleaded  that  the 
plaintiff  had  not  read  the  articles  according  to  the  statute,  and  the  Gourt  con- 
strained the  defendant  to  prove  the  negative;  and  Goke  said,  that  if  such  a 
matter  should  come  before  him  in  evidence,  he  would  presume,  until  the  con- 
trary should  be  proved,  that  the  plaintiff  had  read  the  articles.  And  in  Glay- 
ton's  Rep.  Pleas  of  Assize,  fol.  48,  pi.  83,  where  the  plaintiff  sued  for  tithes 
under  the  statute  Edw.  VI.,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  should  not  be  put  to  , 
prove  admission,  institution  and  induction ;  and  that  if  it  was  otherwise,  the 
defendant  might  prove  it.  And  in  ejectment  by  a  rector  or  vicar,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  prove  that  he  was  in  orders,  for,  according  to  Lord  Holt,  having 
established  his  temporal  title,  his  religious  or  political  title  was  to  be  presumed  : 
Dr,  Harcofs  ease,  Gomb.  202.  And  in  B,  v.  Coombs,  Gomb.  57,  the  defendant 
having  sworn  an  affirmative  for  which  an  information  was  filed  against  him,  the 
Gourt  directed  that  the  prosecutor  should  first  give  probable  evidence  of  the 
negative,  and  that  the  defendant  should  afterwards  prove  the  affirmative  if  he 
could. 

*  Armory  v.  Delamirie,  1  Strange  504 ;  1  Smith,  L.  G.  151,  and  the  notes ; 
Lord  MelviUe's  case,  29  How.  St.  Tr.  1194. 
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But  in  general,  where  a  person  is  required  to  do  an  act,  the  omis- 
sion to  do  which  would  be  criminal,  his  performance  of  that  act  will 
be  intended  until  the  contrary  be  shown.**  And,  therefore,  where 
a  plaintiff  alleged  in  his  declaration  that  the  defendants,  who  were 
the  charterers  of  his  ship,  had  put  on  board  a  very  dangerous  and 
'''combustible  commodity  (in  consequence  of  which  a  loss 
^  -'  happened),  without  giving  due  notice  to  the  captain  or  other 
person  employed  in  the  navigation  of  the  vessel,  it  was  held  to  be 
incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove  his  averment.^  But  when  an  act, 
which  in  its  nature  is  criminal,  has  once  been  proved,  the  law  fre- 
quently infers  malice,  and  requires  exculpatory  proof  from  the  party. 
Thus  in  case  of  homicide,  after  proof  that  the  prisoner  killed  the 
deceased,  the  law  will  presume  malice,  until  the  prisoner  justify  or 
extenuate  the  act.^  So  if  a  man  hold  a  market  near  to  the  legal 
market  of  another,  and  on  the  same  day,  the  former  will  be  intended 
to  be  a  nuisance.^  And  it  is  presumed  to  be  a  nuisance,  where  there 
is  an  ancient  ferry  from  A.  to  B.  leading  to  a  public  highway,  to 
carry  passengers  from  A,  to  (7.,  a  short  distance  from  £.,  from 
whence  they  pass  to  the  same  highway." 

It  is  also  a  maxim  of  law,  in  principle  nearly  allied  to  the  former, 
that  ^^  omnia  prcesumunUir  rite  et  solenniter  esse  acta^  donee  probetur 
in  contrarium.''^^  Thus  it  will  bo  presumed  that  a  man  who  has 
acted  in  a  public  oflSce  or  situation  was  duly  appointed.^ 

^  3  East  192 ;  and  per  Lord  Ellenborough,  R.  v.  Inh(ibitanis  of  Haslingjield, 
2  M.  &  S.  561. 
^  Williams  v.  The  East  India  Co.,  3  East  192,  supra,  p.  732. 
^  Fost  290. 

*  Yard  v.  Ford,  2  Wms.  Saund.  172;  F.  N.  B.  184;  and  see  In  re,  Islington 
Market  Bill,  12  M.  &  W.  20,  note. 

»  F.  N.  B.  180 ;  Huzzey  v.  'Pield,  2  C,  M.  &  R.  432. 

'  Co.  Litt.  232.  In  Van  Omeron  v.  Dowick,  2  Camp.  44,  on  proof  that  ex- 
ported articles,  which  were  contraband  of  war,  had  been  entered  at  the  customs. 
Lord  EUenborough  presumed  a  license  to  export  them :  and  in  a  case  against  a 
carrier  for  loss  of  goods  to  be  carried  from  Dublin  to  Liverpool,  the  importation 
of  which  was  illegal,  and  consequently  the  contract  with  the  carrier  void  unless 
they  were  entered  at  the  custom-house,  it  was  held  that  it  lay  on  the  defendant 
to  prove  that  they  were  not  entered,  for  the  presumption  is,  that  a  party  com- 
plies with  the  law:  Sisson  v.  Dixon,  5  B.  &  C.  (11  E.  C.  L.  R.)  758 ;  and  see 
Rodwell  V.  Redge,  1  C.  &  P.  (12  E.  C.  L.  R.)  220;  Doe  d,  Phillips  v.  Evans, 
1  C.  &  M.  461,  infra,  p.  760;  Doe  v.  Gore,  2  M.  &  W.  320;  Manning  v.  Eastern 
Counties  R,  Co,,  1  M.  &  W.  237 ;  R,  v.  WhUton,  4  Ad.  &  E.  (31  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
607. 

*  See  instances,  supra,  p.  646  ;  R.  v.  Verelst,  3  Camp.  432 ;  although  the  officer 

»  Conolly  V.  Rileg,  25  Md.  402 ;  WillU  v.  Lewis,  28  Tex.  185 ;  Wright  v. 
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Upon  proof  of  title,  everything  which  is  collateral  to  *the 
title  will  be  intended  without  proof;   for  although  the  law   ^        -^ 
requires  exactness  in  the  derivation  of  a  title,  yet  when  that  has 
once  been  proved,  all  collateral  circumstances  will  be  presumed  in 
favor  of  right.'' 

by  acting  under  a  special  authority,  different  from  the  ordinary  course  of  his 
office,  given  him  by  virtue  of  a  particular  statute :  Marshall  v.  Lamb,  5  Q.  B. 
(48  E.  C.  L.  R.)  115.  Where,  in  an  action  by  an  attorney  for  costs  incurred  in 
the  year  1824  in  a  suit  in  the  Common  Pleas,  the  defendant  proved  that  the 
plaintiff  had  not  taken  out  any  certificate  in  the  year  1814  or  the  four  following 
years,  and  that  he  had  been  admitted  an  attorney  of  the  King's  Bench  in  the 
year  1792,  but  had  not  since  been  re-admitted  an  attorney  of  that  Court  but 
there  was  no  proof  that  he  had  not  been  re-admitted  an  attorney  in  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas ;  it  was  held,  that  the  plaintiff's  acting  as  an  attorney  afforded 
primd  facie  evidence  that  he  was  then  an  attorney  of  the  C.  P.,  and  that  it  lay 
on  the  defendant  to  show  that  he  was  not  an  attorney  of  that  Court  when  the 
business  was  done:  Pearce  v.  WhaU^  5  B.  &  C.  (11  E.  C.  L.  R.)  38 ;  and  see 
further,  Bevan  v.  Williams,  3  T.  R.  635 :  and  infra,  tit.  Officer.  It  would 
seem  that  this  principle  does  not  apply,  where  the  officer  is  suing  for  his  ov^n 
benefit:  Smith  v.  Cartwright,  20  L.  J.,  Ex.  401.  A  parish  certificate,  of  the 
date  1748,  was  signed  only  by  two  churchwardens  and  two  overseers ;  it  appear- 
ing from  entries  in  visitation  books  long  before  and  long  after,  down  to  the  time 
in  question,  that  four  churchwardens  had  always  been  regularly  chosen,  al- 
though in  twelve  instances  between  1683  and  1829,  less  than  four  had  been 
sworn  in,  and  the  visitation  books  for  1747  were  lost ;  and  the  sessions  had 
refused  to  presume  a  new  and  valid  appointment  of  two  only  for  the  year  of  the 
date  of  the  certificate,  the  Court  confirmed  their  decision :  E,  v.  Upton  Gray, 
10  B.  &  C.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  807. 

^  6  Co.  38  ;  2  Wms.  Saund.  42,  d.  note  7.  In  ejectment  for  a  term  assigned  to 
secure  an  annuity,  the  enrolment  of  the  annuity  was  presumed  :  Doey.  Mason,  3 
Camp.  7.  Where  a  deed  purporting  to  have  been  sealed  and  delivered  is  proved 
to  have  been  signed,  it  may  be  presumed  to  have  been  sealed  and  delivered :  Talbot 
V.  Hodson,  7  Taunt.  (2  E.  C.  L.  R.)  251.  A  compensation  awarded  by  a  jury 
for  land  taken  for  the  purpose  of  a  highway  is  presumed  to  include  a  compen- 
sation for  the  burthen  of  holding  up  the  fences :  per  Grose,  J.,  R,  v.  Llaudillo, 
2  T.  R.  232.  A  document  is  presumed  to  have  been  made  when  it  bears  date, 
where  the  document  appears  to  be  more  than  thirty  years  old :  6  Bing.  N.  C. 


Hawkins,  Ibid.  452 ;  Phelps  v.  Ratcliffe,  3  Bush  334  ;  Todemier  v.  Aspintoall, 
43  111.  401 ;  Rosenthal  v.  Renick,  44  Ibid.  202 ;  McNorton  v.  Akers,  24  Iowa  369  ; 
McCutchin  V.  Piatt,  22  Wis.  561 ;  Smith  v.  Jordan,  13  Minn.  264 :  Comm  v. 
Blood,  97  Mass.  538  ;  Barnard  v.  Heydrick,  49  Barb.  62  j  Kelly  v.  Creen,  3  P. 
F.  Smith  302 ;  Lackawanna  Iron  Co.  v.  Fales,  5  Ibid.  90 ;  Reynolds  v.  Nelson, 
41  Miss.  83 ;  Shehan  v.  BavU,  17  Ohio  St  571 ;  Hall  v.  Kellogg,  16  Mich.  135 ; 
Trinity  Church  v.  Higgins,  4  Rob.  1 ;  U.  S,  v.  Weed,  5  Wall.  62 ;  Jones  v.  Mun- 
back,  26  Tex.  235  ;  Anderson  v.  Sutton,  2  Duvall  480  *,  Niantic  Bank  v.  Dermis, 
37  111.  381.  The  law  presumes  the  due  performance  of  official  duty :  Wood  v. 
Terry,  4  Lans.  80. 
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ruifTf^q-i  *^f  therefore  a  man  declare  upon  a  grant  or  feoffment, 
attornment  will  be  intended,^  even  although  a  deed  be  essen- 
tial to  such  collateral  matter  ex  pravisione  hominis^  for  this  is  but 
the  private  act  of  the  parties,  and  is  not  allowed  to  control  the  judg- 
ment of  the  law,  which  intends  all  collateral  matters.'  But  it  is 
otherwise,  although  the  matter  be  but  collateral,  if  a  deed  be  essential 
to  such  collateral  matter  ex  institutione  legist 

So,  where  one  who  suffered  a  recoyery  had  power  to  do  it,  it  will 
be  presumed  that  it  was  done  with  all  the  legal  requisites.^  So,  it 
is  always  inferred  that  the.  records  of  a  court  of  justice  have  been 
correctly  made,"  that  judges  and  juries  do  nothing  maliciously,' 
and  that  the  decisions  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  are  well 
founded.^  The  court  will  not  presume  any  fact  to  vitiate  an  order 
of  removal."  Upon  the  same  principle,  the  courts,  after  verdict,  will 
presume  that  facts,  without  proof  of  which  the  verdict  could  not 
have  been  found,  were  proved,  although  they  were  not  alleged,  pro- 
vided upon  reasonable  intendment  these  facts  can  be  considered  as 
included  in  the  general  terms  used ;'  where  an  order  of  bastardy 
r*7801  P^^P^^^^  ^0  hdkve  been  made  on  the  evidence  of  the  ^mother 
who  is  a  married  woman,  and  on  other  evidence,  the  court, 

(37  E.  C.  L.  R.)  301 ;  Daviea  v.  Loumdes,  6  M.  &.  G.  (46  E.  C.  L.  R.]  528  -,  and 
also  even  where  it  is  of  recent  date :  Anderson  v.  Weston,  6  Bin^;.  N.  C.  (37  £. 
C.  L.  R.)  296 ;  Smith  v.  Battens,  1  M.  &  Rob.  341 ;  Doe  v.  Stillwell,  8  A.  &  E. 
(35  E.  C.  L.  R.)  645;  Potez  v.  Ghssop,  2  Ex.  191;  Sinclair  v.  Baggaley,  4  M. 
&  W.  312 ;  McUpas  y.  Clements,  19  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  435 ;  Morgan  v.  Whiimore,  6 
Ex.  716.  But  doubt  has  been  expressed  in  the  latter  case  as  to  the  soundness 
of  this  presumption.  It  is  otherwise  in  an  action  for  criminal  conversation, 
where  the  letters  of  the  wife  to  the  husband  are  produced  to  show  the  terms  on 
which  they  lived ;  there  some  evidence  must  be  given  to  show  when  they  were 
written :  Trdawney  v.  Coleman,  1  B.  &  Aid.  90 ;  Wilton  v.  Webster,  7  C.  &  P. 
(32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  198 ;  and  so  where  documents  are  produced  to  prove  the 
existence  at  a  given  time  of  a  debt  to  support  a  fiat :  Wright  v.  Lainson,  2  M. 
&  W.  739. 

4  Ferrers  v.  Wignal,  Cro.  Eliz.  401.  So  livery  where  a  feoffment  is  pleaded 
is  implied :  Plowd.  149 ;  1  Wms.  Saund.  228,  a,  note  («). 

'  Bellamy's  ease,  6  Co.  38.  ■  Ibid. 

*  2  Saund.  42  a,  (7). 

^  Bead  v.  Jackson,  1  East  355 ;  see  Lord  Carnarvon  v.  ViUebois,  13  M.  &  W. 
313. 

*  Per  Eyre,  B.,  1  T.  R.  503. 

7  See  tit.  Judgment.    Ees  judicata  pro  veritaie  acdpiiur  ;  L.  207,  ff.  de  reg.  jar. 

*  R.  V.  Stockton,  5  B.  &  Ad.  (27  E.  C.  L.  R.)  546. 

^  Spiers  v.  Parker,  1  T.  R.  141 ;  R,  v.  Twining,  2  B.  &  Aid.  386 ;  T^hutt  v. 
Sdhy,  6  A.  &  E.  (33  E.  C.  L.  R.)  786 ;  see  1  Wms.  Saund.  220. 
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in  support  of  the  order,  will  intend  that  the  other  evidence  was 
legal  evidence.^  So,  it  will  be  presumed,  till  the  contrary  be  shown, 
that  a  child  born  in  wedlock  is  legitimate,  for  the  maxim  of  law  is, 
^^  Pater  est  ijuem  nwpiioe  demonstrant  ;**^  that  the  signatures  in  parish 
registers  are  those  of  the  person  whose  duty  it  is  to  sign  them  \^  that 
a  rate  is  equally  made.*  So,  on  a  return  to  a  mandamus,  which  on 
the  fkce  of  it  is  certain,  the  court  will  not  intend  facts  inconsistent 
with  it,  but  will  intend  in  favor  of  the  return  and  not  against  it/  So, 
that  an  estate  was  sold  in  the  manner  directed  by  a  statute.' 

But  notwithstanding  the  general  presumption,  omnia  rite  esse  aeta^ 
positive  proof  may  still  be  necessary,  if  any  counter  presumption  be 
raised  by  the  circumstances.  Thus,  where  the  inhabitants  of  Hasting- 
field,  in  defence  of  an  indictment  against  them  for  not  repairing  a 
highway,  gave  in  evidence  an  award  by  commissioners  under  an  En- 
closure Act,  made  sixteen  or  seventeen  years  ago,  by  which  they 
awarded  that  the  highway  was  not  within  the  parish,  but  it  appeared 
that  the  defendants  had  repaired  it  ever  since,  it  was  held,  that  the 
usage  raised  a  presumption  that  proper  notices  had  not  been  given 
according  to  the  Act.^ 

Some  of  the  most  impbrtant  presumptions,  founded  on  lapse  of  time 
and  length  of  enjoyment,  have  already  been  alluded  to.'  ^JVhere  the 
existence  of  a  particular  subject-matter  or  relation  has  once  been 
proved,  its  continvMnce  is  presumed  till  proof  be  given  to  the  con- 
trary, or  till  a  different  presumption  be  afforded  by  the  very  nature 
of  the  subject-matter.^/  Thus,  it  is  to  be  '^'presumed,  within  rit^^ayi 
certain  limits,  that  a  person  once  proved  to  have  existed  still 
exists.^  This  presumption  ceases  at  the  expiration  of  seven  years 
from  the  time  when  the  person  was  last  known  to  be  living  :^  but 

*  R.  V.  Bedell,  Andr.  8. 

*  See  tit.  Bastardy.  But  a  child  bom  during  a  divoroe  a  fnensd  et  thorOy  is 
presumed  to  be  illegitimate :  St,  George's  v.  St,  Margaret's,  1  Salk.  123. 

*  Tat/hr  v.  Cooke,  8  Price  653. 

*  See  tit.  Ratb. 

'  Per  BuUer,  Doug.  158. 

«  Doe  V.  Evans,  1  Cr.  A  M.  450 ;  Doe  v.  Gore,  2  M.  &  W.  320. 

^  B.  V.  Halsingfield,  2  M.  &  a  558  ;  Middleton  v.  Bamed,  4  Ex.  241,  supra, 
p.  755. 

'  Supra,  p.  742 ;  and  see  tit  Prescription. 

^  See  Lord  EUenborough's  observations  in  Doe  v.  Palmer,  16  East  55,  as  that 
a  pauper  proved  to  have  been  settled  in  a  parish  continues  settled  there :  B.  v. 
Tanner,  1  Esp.  306. 

>  Throgmorton  v.  Walton,  2  Roll.  Rep.  461. 

"  See  tit  Death  ;  and  see  the  stat  19  Car.  II.,  o.  6,  as  to  lessees  for  lives,  and 
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there  is  no  legal  presumption  as  to  the  particular  time  of  death 
during  that  interval.*^  So,  where  two  or  more  have  been  proved  to 
be  partners,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  partnership  afterwards  sub- 
sists, unless  the  contrary  be  shown.®  And  the  same  presumption 
seems  to  exist,  that  an  agent  who  has  long  been  known  to  have  acted 
for  his  principal  continues  to  be  authorized  so  to  do.'*  Upon  an  in- 
dictment for  a  libel  against  Lord  St.  Vincent,  as  first  lord  of  the 
admiralty,  after  proof  of  his  appointment  by  patent  previotis  to  the 
publishing  of  the  libel,  it  was  held  to  be  evidence  that  he  was  so  at 
the  time  of  publication,  and  that  proof  of  the  determination  of  the 
appointment  lay  on  the  defendant.*^ 

Where  a  party  holds  over  after  the  determination  of  a  lease, 
an  agreement  is  presumed  to  hold  on  the  same  terms^  so  far  as 
they  are  applicable,'  in  the  absence  of  evidence  of  any  other  agree- 
ment." 

r*7621  ^08t  important  presumptions  are  derivable  from  the  *con- 
duct  of  parties,  as  well  in  civil  as  criminal  proceedings.  If 
circumstances  induce  a  strong  suspicion  of  guilt,  and  where  the  ac- 
cused might,  if  he  were  innocent,  explain  those  circumstances  con- 
sistently with  his  own  innocence,  and  yet  does  not  offer  such  expla- 
nation, a  strong  natural  presumption  arises  that  he  is  guilty.  And 
in  general,  where  a  party  has  the  means  in  his  power  of  rebutting 
and  explaining  the  evidence  adduced  against  him,  if  it  does  not  tend 
to  the  truth,  the  omission  to  do  so  furnishes  a  forcible  inference 
against  him. 

Presumptions  from  a  man's  conduct  operate,  as  has  been  seen,  in 
the  nature  of  admissions ;  for,  as  against  himself,  it  is  to  be  pre- 

the  Stat.  6  Anne,  c.  18.  Marriage  and  the  birth  of  a  child  cannot  be  presumed, 
although  the  alternative  is  to  presume  death  without  issue :  Doe  d,  Oldham  v. 
Wolley,  8  B.  &  C.  (15  B.  C.  L.  R.)  22. 

»  Doe  dem.  Knight  v.  Nqfearij  5  B.  &  Ad.  (27  E.  C.  L.  R.)  87  ;  2  M.  &  W.  895 ; 
8.  c.  in  Cam  Scacc. 

®  See  tit.  Partners. 

P  Trueman  v.  Loder,  11  A.  &  E.  (39  E.  C.  L.  R.)  589. 

«»i?  .  V.  Budd^  5  Esp.  C.  230. 

'  Digby  v.  Atkinson^  4  Camp.  275 ;  Roe  v.  Ward,  1  H.  B.  97 ;  Roberts  v. 
Hayward,  3  C.  &  P.  (14  E.  C.  L.  R.)  432 ;  Doe  v.  Amey,  12  Ad.  k  £.  (40  £.0. 
L.  R.)  476 ;  Doe  v.  Dohell,  12  Q.  B.  (64  £.  C.  L.  R.)  806.  Even  against  the 
successor  of  a  dean  and  chapter  who  granted  the  original  lease :  Doe  v.  Taniert, 
12  Q.  B.  (64  E.  0.  L.  R.)  998 ;  and  though  the  rent  be  altered :  HutUm  v. 
Warren,  1  M.  &  W.  475.  As  to  whether  this  is  a  presumption  of  law  or  fact, 
see  Johnson  v.  St.  Peter,  Hereford^  4  Ad.  &  E.  (31  £.  C.  L.  R.)  520. 

•  Mayor  of  Thetford  v.  Tyler,  8  Q.  B.  (55  E.  C.  L.  R.)  95. 
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sumed  that  a  man's  actions  and  representations  correspond  with  the 
trnth.^  These  are  in  all  cases  evidence  of  the  fact ;  and  where  the 
party  has  wilfully  induced  another  to  act  on  the  faith  of  such  repre- 
sentations, and  where  he  cannot  show  the  contrary,  without  heuig 
guilty  of  a  breach  of  good  faith  and  common  honesty,  such  repre- 
sentations are  usually  not  barely  evidence  of  the  fact,  but  are  abso- 
lutely conclusive.' 

Numerous  and  most  important  presumptions  are  founded  merely 
on  the  common  and  ordinary  experience  of  mankind;  as  that  a  man 
will  not  pay  a  debt  which  is  not  due ;'  or  acknowledge  the  existence 
of  a  debt  to  which  he  is  not  liable.  That  every  man  contemplates 
and  intends  the  natural  consequence  of  his  act.^ 

'''Many  again  are  derived  from  the  course  and  habit  of  r^ygo-i 
dealing  in  a  particular  trade  or  business ;  as  that  the  parties 
intended  to  contract  according  to  the  usual  course  of  dealing." 
Other  presumptions  are  made  from  the  ordinary  course  of  public 
departments,^  as  tliat  a  letter  properly  directed  and  sent  by  the  post,^ 
or  given  to  the  postman,^  reached  its  destination. 

It  would,  however,  be  a  vain  endeavor  to  attempt  to  specify  the 
numerous  presumptions  with    which   the    knowledge    of    a  jury, 

*  See  tit.  Admissions. 

■  Pickard  v.  Sears^  6  A.  &  E.  (33  E.  C.  L.  R.)  469 ;  Freeman  v.  Cooke,  2  Ex. 
654.  If  A  rent  lands  of  B,  the  incumbent  of  a  living,  and  pay  him  rent^  he 
cannot  show,  in  defence  of  an  action  for  use  and  occupation,  that  the  presenta- 
tion was  simoniacal :  Coo  ke  v.  LozUy,  5  T.  R.  4. 

' ''  Presumpticmem  pro  eo  ease  qui  accepit,  nemo  duhitaij  qui  enim  solvit  nun- 
quam  ita  re  supintis  est,  tU  facile  suas  pecuniae  jactet  et  indebitus  effundat'^  L. 
25,  ff.  de  probat 

7  See  tit.  Intention,  Malicb.  In  R,  v.  Sheppard,  R.  &  R.  G.  G.  169,  the  pri- 
soner was  employed  by  Mordey,  to  buy  stock  for  him,  and  he  advanced  him 
money  so  to  do  :  the  prisoner  forged  the  stock  receipt,  and  was  convicted  of  so 
doing  with  intent  to  defraud  Mordey,  although  the  latter  swore  that  he  believed 
he  had  no  such  intention.  So  from  the  fact  of  killing  another  the  law  presumes 
malice :  Fost.  256  ;  as  it  also  does  from  the  fact  of  publishing  a  libel :  Haire  v. 
Wilson,  9  B.  &  G.  (17  E.  G.  L.  R.)  643 ;  from  the  absence  of  probable  cause 
for  a  criminal  prosecution :  Burley  v.  Beihune,  5  Taunt.  (1  E.  G.  L.  R.)  583  \ 
Crozer  v.  Pilling,  4  B.  &  G.  (10  £.  G.  L.  R.)  26  ;  and  from  knowingly  making  a 
false  representation,  whereby  another  is  injured :  Tapp  v.  Lee,  3  B.  &  P.  367 ; 
Pontifex  v.  Bignold,  3  M.  &  G.  (42  E.  G.  L.  R.)  63 ;  see  Fountain  v.  Boodle,  3 
Q.  B.  (43  E.  G.  L.  R.)  5. 

'  Supra,  p.  710  *,  and  see  tit.  Gustom. 

•  See  Van  Omeron  v.  Dowick,  supra,  p.  757. 

*  Walier  v.  ffc^es,  R.  &  M.  (21  E.  G.  L.  R.)  649 ;  p.  721, 

•  Skilheck  v.  Garbett,  7  Q.  B.  (53  E.  G.  L.  R.)  846. 
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conversant  in  the  common  affairs  and  course  of  dealing  in  society, 
necessarily  supplies  them ;  it  is  ohvious  that  such  presumptions  are 
co-extensive  with  the  common  experience  and  observations  of  man« 
kind.'^ 


♦CHAPTER  II. 

[*764] 

DUTY  OF  THE  COURT. 

It  is  the  undoubted  province  of  the  court,  not  only  to  expound 
the  law  as  applicable  to  the  facts,^  but  also  to  decide  upon  all  inter- 
locutory matters  which  arise  collaterally  in  the  course  of  the  trial.^ 
Previous  to  a  few  remarks  upon  the  distinction  between  law  and  fact, 
it  will  be  convenient  to  consider  more  particularly  the  process  by 
which  the  law  is  applied  to  facts. 

So  infinitely  varied  and  complicated  are  human  affairs  that  no 
code  of  law  can  provide  d  priori  for  all  possible  predicaments 
which  may  happen ;  all  that  can  be  done  is  to  annex  consequences 
and  incidents  to  certain  defined  combinations  of  circumstances 
described  in  general  terms,  capable  of  being  applied  to  such  par- 
ticular modes  or  predicaments  as  may  occur  in  practice.  In  order, 
then,  to  establish  a  claim  or  charge,  circumstances  must  be  alleged 
which  show  that  the  claim  or  charge  is  warranted  in  point  of  law, 
supposing  those  allegations  to  be  true.     In  other  words,  the  alle- 

'  For  other  observations  connected  with  the  subject,  see  Ind.  tit.  Prbsumption. 
Although  the  owner  is  liable  to  the  master  for  money  actually  laid  out  for  the 
benefit  of  the  ship,  yet  he  is  not  liable  to  a  stranger  for  money  advanced,  un- 
less it  be  expressly  advanced  for  that  purpose:  T hacker  v.  Moates,  1  M.  &  Rob. 
79.  The  declarations  of  a  shopman  are  not  evidence  against  his  employer,  un- 
less made  in  the  course  of  his  employer's  business :  Garth  v.  Howard,  8  Bing. 
(21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  451.  But  in  an  action  for  freight  by  the  master,  the  declara- 
tions of  the  owner  were  admitted  as  evidence  for  the  defendant :  Smith  v.  Ia/oh^ 
3  Gampb.  465,  EUenborough,  0.  J.  1813. 

*  After  the  jury  are  charged,  they  can  only  state  a  question  and  receive  the 
law  from  the  court ;  the  court  therefore  refused  to  permit  them  to  have  a  law 
treatise  on  the  subject,  which  had  been  cited :  Burrows  v.  Unwifij  3  C.  &  P.  (14 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  310. 

^  See  Hale's  P.  C.  306  ;  Sid.  235 ;  Goodman  v.  Cotherinffton,  Sty.  233  ;  Ben- 
nett V.  Hundred  of  Hertford,  Tri.  per  Pais,  209 ;  Anon.,  Salk.  405  ;  B.  N.  P. 
308 ;  Kitchen  v.  Mainwaring,  cited  And.  321. 


QUESTIONS    OP    LAW    AND    FACT.  764 

gations  upon  the  record  are  nothing  more  than  a  specification  of 
facts  and  circumstances  which  in  point  of  law  are  essential  to 
support  the  charge  or  claim.  Thus,  on  a  charge  of  larceny,  the 
indictment  alleges  all  the  particulars  essential  to  the  offence,  a 
caption,  and  an  asportation  of  *  specific  property  belonging 
to  a  particular  owner  with  a  felonious  intention.  Now,  with  *-  -' 
respect  to  every  essential  allegation,  although  the  jury  must  find 
the  facts,  it  is  always  for  the  court  to  decide  whether  those  facts, 
when  proved,  support  the  allegations  in  points  of  law.  Thus,  in  the 
case  of  larceny,  the  jury  must  decide  upon  the  evidence  whether 
the  prisoner  removed  at  all  the  goods  alleged  to  be  stolen,  and  how 
far,  and  under  what  circumstances,  he  removed  them ;  but  whether 
such  a  removal  be  an  asportation,  sufficient  to  constitute  felony,  is 
pure  matter  of  law.  Hence,  in  order  to  substantiate  every  charge 
or  claim  as  alleged  on  the  record,  it  is  essential  that  the  jury 
should  find  some  predicament  or  state  of  facts  falling  within  the 
description  contained  in  each  essential  allegation,  and  that  the  court 
should  adjudge  such  special  modes  or  facts  to  be  sufficient  in  law  to 
sustain  those  allegations.  This  must  be  done  in  one  or  other  of 
two  ways:  either  the  court  must  inform  the  jury  hypothetically, 
that  the  facts  which  the  evidence  tends  to  prove  will,  if  proved,  satisfy 
the  allegations,  being  but  particular  modes  which  fall  within  the 
essentials  enumerated  in  the  general  definition,  or  the  jury  must  find 
those  predicaments  or  modes  specially,  and  then  the  court  can  after- 
wards apply  the  law,  and  pronounce  whether  the  facts  proved  be,  or 
be  not  such  as  satisfy  the  general  and  defined  essentials  to  the  charge 
or  claim. 

It  is  obvious,  that  in  order  to  enable  the  court  afterwards  to 
apply  the  law  to  the  facts,  the  jury  must  find,  not  merely  evidence 
or  circumstances  which  tend  to  prove  or  disprove  facts  falling  within 
the  particulars  which  are  essential  to  support  the  charge  or  claim, 
but  must  either  find  particular  modes  included  within  the  descrip- 
tion, or  such  facts  as  negative  one  or  more  of  the  circumstances 
essential  to  the  charge  or  claim.  Thus,  if  in  the  case  of  larceny, 
the  jury  were  to  find  specially,  that  the  prisoner  took  the  goods  de- 
scribed in  the  house  of  A.  B.  with  the  intention  of  stealing  them, 
removed  them  for  the  space  of  one  hundred  yards;  and  that  A.  J5., 
the  alleged  owner,  had  *a  special  property  in  them  as  a 
bailee ;  then,  as  the  finding  would  embrace  facts  which  were  ^  J 
special  modes  falling  within  each  of  the  descriptive  allegations 
essential  to  the  offence,  the  court  would  be  enabled  afterwards  to 
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apply  the  law  by  pronouncing  the  prisoner  to  be  guilty.  So,  if,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  jury  were  in  such  case  to  find,  inter  alia^  that  a 
bale  of  goods  was  taken  by  the  prisoner  and  removed,  but  that  it 
still  remained  connected  with  the  shop  from  which  it  was  taken  by  a 
rope  or  chain,  such  a  finding  would  negative  every  mode  or  species  of 
asportation,  and  the  court  would  pronounce  accordingly.*'  But  again, 
if  the  jury  were  in  such  case  to  find  mere  evidencey^  however  cogent, 
of  any  of  the  essential  facts,  the  court  could  not  draw  the  conclusion. 
Thus,  if  they  were  to  find,  that  immediately  after  the  goods  were 
missed  the  prisoner  was  seized  with  the  goods  in  his  possession,  and 
that  he  confessed  that  he  was  guilty,  this  might  be  abundant  evidence 
to  prove  his  guilt,  but  would  be  mere  evidence,*  and  the  court  could 
pronounce  no  judgment.^ 

«  See  R.  V.  Phillips,  East,  P.  C.  662. 

^  In  a  special  verdict,  all  the  facts  must  be  found  on  which  the  judgment  is 
founded,  and  not  mere  evidence  of  facts :  Hubbard  v.  Johnstone,  3  Taunt.  209. 
But  where  a  special  case  is  reserved,  if  the  circumstances  be  such  as  to  enable 
the  court  to  say,  without  difficulty,  what  ought  to  be  the  verdict  of  the  jury  upon 
them',  the  court  is  at  liberty  to  decide  the  question :  Thompson  v.  Giles,  2  B.  & 
C.  (9  £.  C.  L.  R.)  422.  And  in  general  it  is  agreed,  on  a  special  case,  that  the 
court  shall  be  at  liberty  to  draw  the  same  inferences  from  the  facts  as  a  jury. 
Great  objection  has  been  raised,  under  such  circumstances,  to  the  case  being 
afterwards  turned  into  a  special  verdict :  Engstrom  v.  Brightman,  5  C.  B.  (57 
E.  C.  L.  R.)  419. 

*  So,  where  in  trover  the  jury  merely  find  a  demand  and  refusal  without  ex- 
pressly finding  a  conversion,  or  any  fact  which  in  point  of  law  amounts  to  an 
actual  conversion,  the  court  can' give  no  judgment :  Mires  v.  Solebay,  5  Mod.  244. 
In  Harwood  v.  Goodright,  Cowp.  87,  the  jury  found,  that  after  the  will  had  been 
executed  by  a  testator,  in  favor  of  Harwood,  he  executed  another  will,  the  con- 
tents of  which  ]|ere  unknown ;  and  it  was  contended  by  the  heir-at-law  that  this 
amounted  to  a  revocation.  Lord  Mansfield,  in  giving  judgment,  said,  "  In  con- 
sidering this  special  verdict,  the  duty  of  the  court  is  to  draw  a  conclusion  of  law 
from  the  facts  found  by  the  jury,  for  the  court  cannot  presume  any  fact  from  the 
evidence  stated.  Presumption,  indeed,  is  one  ground  of  evidence.  But  the  court 
cannot  presume  any  fact.  In  case  the  defendant  had  been  proved  to  have  de- 
stroyed this  last  will,  it  would  have  been  a  good  ground  fo(  the  jury  to  find  that 
this  was  a  revocation :  but  the  jury,  on  the  presumption,  must  have  found  the 
fact.  So  with  regard  to  all  other  circumstances,  as  that  the  will  was  in  the  hands 
of  the  heir-at-law,  and  that  there  were  three  attesting  witnesses  to  the  will,  these 
would  have  been  proper  for  the  jury  to  have  considered,  but  we  are  confined  by 
the  facts  found  by  them.*' 

'  It  is  a  well-settled  doctrine  of  the  courts,  both  in  England  and  this  country, 
that  a  special  verdict  must  find  facts — not  merely  state  the  evidence  from  which 
facts  may  be  inferred.  It  will  not  be  helped  by  intendment.  Every  fact  not 
ascertained  by  it,  is  supposed  not  to  exist :  Brown  v.  Ralston,  4  Rand.  504 ;  Lee 


QUESTIONS    OF    LAW    AND   FACT.  •       767 

♦Where  a  general  verdict  is  given,  the  same  process  occurs    r^Y^^-i 
at  the  trial ;  the  jury  decide  what  facts  are  proved,  and  re- 
ceivin'g  and  applying  the  law  expounded  by  the  court,  as  the  court 
would  have  applied  it  had  the  jury  found  the  facts  simply,  pronounce 
a  general  verdict  involving  both  law  and  fact. 

It  has  been  frequently  doubted,  whether  a  particular  question  be 
one  of  law  or  oi  fact.  Thus  far  is  clear,  that  whenever  upon  particu- 
lar facts  found,  the  court,  by  the  application  of  any  rules  of  law  can 
pronounce  on  their  legal  effect,  with  reference  to  the  allegations  on 
the  record,  such  inference  is  matter  of  law;  It  is  also  clear,  that 
whenever  the  court  cannot  pronounce  on  the  legal  effect  of  particular 
facts,  and  where  it  is  requisite,  to  enable  them  to  do  so,  that  the  jury 
should  find  some  other  inference  or  conclusion,  such  further  inference 
or  conclusion  is  a  question  of  fact.  It  is  most  emphatically  true,  that 
a  jury  can  decide  matters  of  fact  only ;'  they  may  indeed  apply  the 
law  as  delivered  by  the  court,  but  in  this  respect  they  act  merely 
ministerially,  under  the  direction  of  the  court. 

Every  general  verdict,  and  indeed  every  allegation  on  the  record 
found  by  a  jury  to  be  true,  involves  matter  of  law  as  well  as  matter 
of  fact ;  for  it  is  always  a  question  of  law,  whether  the  particular 
facts  proved  satisfy  the  allegations  upon  the  record.  Every  legal 
definition  and  allegation,  *and  every  general  verdict,  involves 
both  law  and  fact.     Thus,  in  the  simplest  case,  if  the  issue    ^         -' 

'  Bishop  of  Heath  v.  Marquis  of  Winchester ^  4  CI.  &  F.  445 ;  3  Bing.  N.  C. 
(32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  183. 


V.  Campbell^  4  Poet  198  ;  Seaward  v.  Jackson^  8  Cow.  406 :  Thompson  v.  Farr^ 

1  Speers,  93 ;  Sewall  v.  Glidden,  1  Ala.  52  j  Hill  v.  Covell,  1  Comet.  522  •,  Sisson 
V.  Barrett  J  2  Comet.  406  ;  Langley  v.  Warner^  3  Ibid.  327  ;  State  v.  Watts  ^  10 
Ircd.  3"9 ;  Blake  v.  DavU,  20  Ohio  321  ;  John  v.  Bates,  Litt.  Sel.  Caeee  106 ; 
Wetland  Canal  Co,  v.  Hathaway ,  8  Wend.  480.  So,  where  it  doee  not  find  in  the 
alternative  according  as  the  opinion  of  the  court  upon  the  law  may  be :  State  v. 
Wallace,  3  Ired.  195.  If  the  jury  in  a  epecial  verdict  find  facte  only,  the  court 
muet  draw  the  legal  conclueion  from  them  ;  and  if  they  draw  conclueione  againet 
the  law  upon  the  face  of  them,  the  court  will  reject  the  conclueion  and  judge 
upon  the  facts.  Where  the  jury  find  only  euch  facte  ae  leave  the  question  of 
law  equivocal,  and  then  draw  a  conclueion  which  the  facte  not  found  might  have 
warranted,  the  court  will  eay  that  their  conclueion  ie  againet  law :  Butler  v. 
Hopper,  1  Waeh.  C.  C.  499 ;  Peterson  v.  U.  S,,  2  Ibid.  36.     Where  a  verdict  ie 

•for  any  reaeon  bad,  the  court  will  award  a  venire  de  novo :  Bellows  v.  Hallowell, 

2  Mae.  31 ;  Stodder  v.  PoweU,  1  Stew.  287;  Sewall  v.  Glidden,  1  Ala.  52.  An 
agreed  oaee,  in  the  nature  of  a  epecial  verdict  ie  to  be  coneidered  ae  a  epecial 
verdict  found  by  a  jury,  and  if  it  be  defective  in  eubetance,  the  judgment  ren- 
dered upon  it  will  be  reversed,  and  a  venire  de  novo  awarded :  Whitesidee  v. 
Russell,  8  W.  &  S.  44. 
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be  whether  A,  assaulted  B.,  it  involves  a  question  of  law  as  well  as 
of  fact :  what  A.  did  is  a  question  of  fact ;  whether  what  he  so  did 
amounted  in  law  to  an  assault,  is  a  question  of  law.  Still  the  question 
for  the  jury  is  one  of  mere  fact,  for  upon  the  advice  of  the  court  they 
find  a  general  verdict,  applying  the  law  to  the  facts  proved  ;  or  they 
find  the  facts,  and  the  court  afterwards  applies  the  law.< 

Hence,  it  follows,  that  a  question  or  inferenae  of  fact,  is  one.  which 
the  jury  can  find  upon  the  evidence  by  virtue  of  their  own  know- 
ledge and  experience,  without  any  legal  aid  derived  from  the  court ; 
and  that  an  inference  or  x^onclusion  of  law,  is  one  which  the  court  can 
draw  from  the  mere  circumstance  of  the  case  as  ascertained  by  a 
jury,  independently  of  any  general  inference  or  conclusion  drawn  by 
the  jury. 

In  ordinary  cases  this  distinction  is  perfectly  clear ;  but  it  is  now 
necessary  to  advert  to  a  class  of  cases  in  which  doubt  has  arisen, 
whether  particular  questions  and  inferences  belong  more  properly  to 
the  court  or  to  the  jury. 

This  occasionally  happens  where  some  general  inference  or  con- 
clusion is  to  be  dr^wn  from  a  number  of  particular  facts  and  circum- 
stajpces  appertaining  to  the  individual  case ;  as  in  the  instances  of 
reasonable  time,  probable  cause,  due  diligence,  and  others  of  a  similar 
nature. 

It  will  be  proper  to  consider  i;he  origin  and  nature  of  these  ques- 
tions a  little  more  particularly.  Every  law,  it  has  been  observed, 
consists  in  the  annexation  of  certain  legal  incidents  to  particular 
combinations  of  facts.  Such  definitions  of  necessity  must  be  of  a 
general  and  abstract  nature.  No  human  sagacity  can,  in  framing 
laws,  provide  specifically  for  the  almost  infinite  variety  of  cases 
which  occur  in  practice;  and  therefore  all  that  can  be  done  in 
*many  instances  is  to  define,  not  by  an  enumeration  of  facts, 
^  *  -I  which,  in  cases  depending  on  a  great  variety  of  minute  and 
varying  circumstances  would  be  impracticable,  but  by  means  of  some 
general  result  or  inference  from  them,  as  in  the  instances  above  al- 
luded to,  of  reasonable  time,  due  diligence,  &c. 

For  instance,  the  law  cannot  prescribe  in  general  what  shall  be  a 
reasonable  time^  by  any  defined  combinations  of  facts.  So  much  does 
the  question  depend  upon  the  situation  of  the  parties,  and  the  minute 
and  peculiar  circumstances  incident  to  each  case.  If  a  man  has  a 
right,  by  contract  or  otherwise,  to  cut  and  take  crops  from  the  land 

*  An  allegation  of  doty  is  an  allegation  of  matter  of  law :  R.  v.  Everettj  8 
B.  A  C.  (15  £.  C.  L.  B.)  114. 
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of  another,  the  law,  it  is  obvious,  can  lay  down  no  rule  as  to  the 
precise  time  when  they  shall  be  cut  and  removed ;  all  that  can  be 
done  is  to  direct  or  to  imply  that  this  shall  be  done  in  a  reasonable 
and  convenient  time;  and  this  must  obviously  depend  on  the  state  of 
the  weather  and  other  circumstances  which  cannot  from  their  nature 
form  the  basis  of  any  legal  rule  or  definition.^ 

^General  terms  then,  such  as  reasonable  time,'  and  r^nrrQ  4^7711 
others  of  a  similar  nature,  being  technical  and  legal  *ex- 

^  Eaton  y.  Southby,  Willes  131,  where  the  plaintiff  in  replevin  pleaded  to  an 
avowry,  justifying  the  taking  goods  as  a  distress  for  rent  in  arrear,  that  he  took 
the  growing  crops  under  an  execution,  and  afterwards  cut  the  wheat,  and  let 
the  same  lie  on  the  premises  until  the  same  in  a  course  of  husbandry  was  fit  to 
be  carried  away ;  and  that  the  defendant  distrained  the  same  before  it  was  fit 
to  be  carried  away  *,  it  was  objected  by  the  defendant,  on  demurrer  to  this  plea, 
that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  set  forth  how  long  the  corn  lay  on  the  land  after 
it  was  cut,  that  the  court  might  see  whether  it  were  a  reasonable  time  or  not. 
But  the  court  decided  that  the  objection  was  untenable ;  for  though  in  Go.  Litt. 
56,  b.,  it  is  said  that  in  some  cases  the  court  must  judge  whether  a  thing  be 
reasonable  or  not,  as  in  the  case  of  a  reasonable  fine,  a  reasonable  notice,  or  the 
like,  it  would  be  absurd  to  say,  that  in  a  case  like  the  present  the  court  must 
judge  of  the  reasonableness ;  for  if  so,  it  ought  to  have  been  set  forth  in  the 
plea,  not  only  how  long  the  com  lay  on  the  ground,  but  what  weather  it  was 
during  that  time,  and  many  other  incidents  which  would  be  ridiculous  to  be 
inserted  in  a  plea.  And  the  court  were  of  opinion  that  the  matter  was  suffi- 
ciently averred ;  and  that  the  defendant  might  have  traversed  if  he  had  pleased, 
and  then  it  would  have  come  before  a  jury,  who,  upon  hearing  the  evidence, 
would  have  been  the  proper  judges  of  it 

So  in  the  case  of  Bell  v.  Warden,  Willes  202,  where  the  defendant  in  trespass 
justified  under  an  alleged  custom,  for  the  inhabitants  of  a  town  to  walk  and 
ride  over  a  close  of  arable  land,  at  all  seasonable  times,  it  was  held,  that  sea- 
sonable  times,  was  partly  a  question  of  fact,  and  partly  a  question  of  law ;  and 
on  demurrer  to  the  replication  of  de  injurid,  the  court  said,  as  the  custom  is 
laid  here,  if  it  were  not  a  seasonable  time,  the  justification  is  not  within  the 
custom  ;  and  though  the  court  may  be  the  proper  judges  of  this,  yet  in  many 
cases  it  may  be  proper  to  join  issue  upon  it,  that  is,  in  such  cases  where  it  does 
not  sufficiently  appear  on  the  pleadings  whether  it  were  a  seasonable  time  or 
not.  Accordingly,  it  is  said,  in  the  case  of  Hobart  v.  Hammond,  4  Rep.  27,  that 
the  reasonableness  of  fines  must  be  determined  by  the  judges,  either  on  de- 
murrer or  on  evidence  laid  before  a  jury.  For  issues  may  be  joined  on  things* 
which  are  partly  matters  of  fact,  and  partly  matters  of  law ;  and  then  when 
the  evidence  is  given  at  the  trial,  the  judge  must  direct  the  jury  how  the  law 
is ;  and  if  they  find  contrary  to  such  direction,  it  is  a  ground  for  a  new  trial. 
This  is  the  proper  course  in  actions  for  malicious  prosecution,  with  respect  to 
the  question  of  reasonable  and  probable  cause  {^Panton  v.  WVXiams,  2  Q.  B. 
(42  £.  G.  L.  R.)  169),  which  is  discussed  separately,  infra,  pp.  781,  782. 

'  Although  time  be  a  necessary  ingredient  in  almost  every  contract  and  legal 
obligation,  yet  inasmuch  as  the  time  for  performing  an  act  must  depend  upon 
45 
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pressions,  it  is  clear,  in  the  first  place,  that  in  the  abstract  they  in- 
volve matter  of  law  as  well  as  matter  of  fact ;  for  in  the  application 
of  all  legal  expressions,  it  is  a  question  of  legal  judgment  and  dis- 
cretion to  pronounce  whether  the  facts  as  found  by  a  jury  do  or  not 
r*7721  s^^^sfy  ^^^^  legal  expression  or  allegation.^  It  is  therefore  *in 
all  cases  for  the  court  to  pronounce  whether  the  facts  show 

a  great  number  of  varying  circumstances,  the  law  cannot  lay  down  precise 
ruleR  applicable  to  all  cases,  or  do  more  than  prescribe  generally  a  reasonable 
time. 

And  in  general,  questions  of  reasonable  time,  reasonable  care,  due  diligence 
{per  Tindal,  C.  J.,  MdlUh  v.  Eawdon,  9  Bing.  (23  E.  C.  L.  R.)  423;  Shute  v. 
Robinsj  M.  &  M.  (22  £.  G.  L.  R.)  133,  and  such  like,  depend  so  much  on  their 
own  peculiar  circumstances  as  not  to  admit  conveniently  of  any  general  rules; 
and  it  is  of  greater  convenience  to  depend  on  the  judgment  and  discretion  of  a 
jury,  deciding  on  the  comparison  of  the  circumstances  with  the  ordinary  course 
of  practice,  or  with  reference  to  the  ordinary  principles  of  fair  and  honest  deal- 
ing, than  to  introduce  such  a  multiplicity  of  legal  rules  and  definitions  as  would 
be  necessary  for  the  due  decision  of  cases  subject  to  such  infinite  variety  of 
circumstances.  It  is  in  truth  a  matter  of  important  and  obvious  policy,  rather 
to  refer  questions  of  this  nature  as  matters  of  fact  to  a  jury,  than  to  frame  legal 
rules  applicable  to  particulars.  The  difficulty  of  framing  precise  rules  must, 
in  such  instances,  be  very  great,  by  the  reasons  adverted  to,  unless  they  be 
founded  on  some  prominent  and  decisive  incidents ;  whenever  the  court  decided 
upon  circumstances,  the  decision  would  become  a  precedent  and  rule  of  law ; 
and  as  each  decision  would  afford  room  for  comparison  for  a  great  number  of 
distinctions,  the  obvious  effect  would  be  to  multiply  such  decisions  and  distinc- 
tions to  a  very  inconvenient  and  burdensome  extent.  On  the  other  hand,  by 
abstaining  from  legal  decision,  except  in  cases  where  some  decisive  rule  or  prin- 
ciple of  law  is  clearly  applicable,  and  by  adopting  in  others  the  inference 
of  the  jury,  in  point  of  fact,  substantial  justice  is  administered  in  simplicity, 
and  free  from  the  perplexity  occasioned  by  nice  and  subtle  distinctions  and 
conflicting  decisions.  And  this  is  an  advantage,  and  by  no  means  an  unimpor- 
tant one,  incident  to  the  system  of  trial  by  jury ;  the  law  can  thus  deal  in 
general  definitions,  and  leave  the  rest  as  facts  to  the  jury,  without  multiplying 
decisions  and  precedents ;  but  if  the  judges  and  not  the  jury  were  to  decide, 
every  decision  would  become  a  precedent,  and  legal  distinctions  would  be  mul- 
tiplied to  an  excessive  extent. 

^  The  question,  whether  the  facts  of  a  particular  case  fall  within  the  general 
.terms  of  a  statute,  is  (at  least  usually)  a  question  of  law,  whether  the  statute 
define  the  meaning  of  its  own  terms,  or  use  them  without  definition,  according 
to  their  ordinary  acceptation  and  meaning.  If  a  special  verdict  involve  the 
question  whether  a  party  be  a  bankrupt,  it  is  not  essential  that  the  jury  should 
draw  the  conclusion ;  the  courts  may  do  it  from  the  facts  found :  Dodswortk 
V.  Anderson^  Jon.  142.  So  if  the  question  be  whether  the  party  be  a  chap- 
man within  the  stat.  5  Ann.  c.  14 :  Kearle  q,  t.  Boulter,  Say.  191 ;  Bac.  Ab., 
tit  stat.  U. 

The  rule  applies  to  all  statutory  expressions,  and  to  all  allegations  in  issue, 
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that  the  time  was  reasonable ;  just  as  it  is  for  the  court  to  decide 
whether  the  facts  found  show  an  alleged  asportation  or  conversion,  or 
bankruptcy,  in  point  of  law.^ 

But  in  particular  cases  the  inference  in  law  follows  the  inference 
in  fact;  where  the  court  cannot  draw  the  inference  that  the  time  was 
reasonable,  the  jury  must  draw  the  conclusion  in  fact;  and  then  the 
time  will  be  reasonable  in  point  of  law,  according  as  it  is  reasonable 
in  point  of  fact. 

Hence  it  follows  that  the  test  for  deciding  whether  "^such   r«7>7q-| 
a  general  inference  as  to  reasonable  time,  &c.,  be  one  of  law 
or  of  fact,  is  this:  if  the  court,  in  the  particular  case,  can  draw  the 
conclusion  by  the  application  of  any  legal  rules  or  principles,  the 
conclusion  is  a  legal  one;™  for  the  rules  and  principles  of  law  must 

however  common  and  popular  their  sense  and  meaning  may  be.  Thus,  where 
the  issne  was,  whether  C.  D.  was  an  inferior  tradesman  (under  the  stat.  4  &  5 
Will.  III.  c.  23, 8. 10,  now  repealed),  although  it  was  for  the  jury  to  find  whether 
C.  D.  was  a  tradesman,  and  to  ascertain  the  nature  and  kind  of  trade,  it  was 
for  the  court  to  decide  whether  he  came  within  the  description  in  the  statute  : 
Buxton  V.  Mingay,  2  Wills.  70 ;  see  tit.  Trespass. 

Executors  shall  haye  reasonable  time  to  take  the  goods  of  their  testator  from 
his  mansion  :  Litt.  s.  69.  This  reasonable  time  shall  be  adjudged  by  discretion 
of  the  justices  before  whom  th^  cause  dependeth.  And  so  it  is  of  reasonable 
fines,  customs  and  services,  upon  the  true  state  of  the  case  depending  before 
them ;  for  reasonableness  in  this  case  belongeth  to  the  wisdom  of  the  law,  and 
therefore  to  be  decided  by  the  justices.  Quam  longum  es9e  debet  non  definitur 
in  jure,  sed  pendet  ex  discreiione  justidariorum.  And  this  being  said  of  time, 
the  like  may  be  said  of  things  uncertain,  which  ought  to  be  reasonable,  for  no- 
thing that  is  contrary  to  reason  is  consonant  to  law :  Co.  Litt.  56,  b.  Six  days 
were  held  by  the  court  to  be  a  reasonable  time  for  removing  the  goods  of  a 
lessee  for  life  by  his  executors  after  his  death  :  Stodden  v.  Harvey,  Cro.  J.  204. 
Power  is  given  to  the  lessor's  son  to  take  the  house  to  himself  on  coming  of 
age ;  he  must  make  his  election  within  a  reasonable  time ;  a  week  or  fortnight 
is  reasonable  ;  a  year  is  unreasonable :  Doe  v.  Smith,  2  T.  R.  4«36.  A  reason- 
able time  for  countermanding  a  trust  was  held  to  be  a  question  of  law  :  Scheihel 
V.  Fairbain,  1  B.  &  P.  388.  In  Hurst  v.  Royal  Exchange  Assurance  Co,,  5 
M.  &  C.  47,  laches  of  ti've  days  after  intelligence  of  the  loss,  and  before  notice 
of  abandonment  was  given,  was  held  by  the  court  to  be  too  long.  What  is  a 
convenient  time  for  the  taking  of  a  prisoner,  by  the  sheriff,  to  prison,  is  a  ques- 
tion for  the  judge  :  tit.  SHSRirr.  The  question,  whether  a  market  is  held  so 
near  to  another  as  to  constitute  a  nuisance,  is  sometimes  a  question  of  law  :  tit. 
NuiBANCB.  And  see  further,  as  to  reasonable  time,  the  observations  of  Abbott, 
0.  J.,  in  Smith  v.  Doe  dem.  Lord  Jersey,  2  B.  &  B.  (6  £.  C.  L.  R.)  592;  infra, 
note  (o). 

^  The  construction  the  law  putteth  on  facts  founded  by  a  jury,  is  in  all  cases 
undoubtedly  the  proper  province  of  the  court :  Frost  256. 

"*  This  happens  very  generally  upon  the  question  of  reasonable  fines,  customs, 
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prevail  against  the  opinion  of  a  jury.*^  But  if,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  circumstances  do  not  bring  the  case  within  any  general  principle, 
or  definite  rule  of  law,  the  further  inference  is  necessarily  one  of 
mere  fact,  to  be  made  by  the  jury.  In  other  words,  the  rules  of 
ordinary  practice  and  convenience  become  the  legal  measure  and 
standard  of  right. 

Thus,  in  the  case  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  where  the  law  requires 
notice  of  dishonor  to  be  given  within  a  reasonable  time;  if  it  appear 
on  the  facts  proved  in  evidence,  that  the  case  is  one  falling  within  a 
rule  by  which  the  law  itself  prescribes  and  defines  what  shall  be  con- 
sidered to  be  reasonable  time,  the  question  is  a  mere  question  of 

r*7741   '^^'  ^^^  ^^^  *^^^  itself,  from  the  mere  res  gestcB^  makes  the 
inference  that  the  time  was  reasonable  time."^    The  duty  of 

and  servioes :  Go.  Litt.  56,  b.,  59,  b. ;  Hohart  y.  Hammoihd^  4  Go.  27,  b. ;  Stodden 
V.  Harvey,  Gro.  J.  204.  So  in  the  case  of  BeU  v.  Wardell,  Willes  202  ;  supra, 
p.  770,  where  the  plaintiff  in  trespass  justified  under  an  alleged  custom  for  the 
inhabitants  of  a  town  to  walk  and  ride  over  a  close  of  arable  land  at  all  sea- 
sonable times,  but  it  appeared  by  the  plea  that  the  trespass  was  committed 
whilst  the  corn  was  standing ;  the  court,  upon  demurrer,  decided  that  the  time 
was  not  seasonable.  In  Wright  v.  Court,  4  B.  &  G.  (10  £.  G.  L.  R.)  596 ;  the 
court  held,  on  demurrer  to  a  plea  justifying  an  imprisonment  on  a  suspicion  of 
felony,  that  the  ddtention  of  the  plaintiff  for  three  days,  to  give  the  prosecutor 
an  opportunity  for  collecting  witnesses,  was  an  unreasonable  time.  What  is 
necessary  for  an  infant  was  formerly  {Makarell  v.  Bachelor,  Gro.  Eliz.  583) 
erroneously  thought  to  be  a  question  of  law:  Peters  v.  Fleming,  6  M.  &  W.  42; 
Wharton  v.  Mackenzie,  5  Q.  B.  (48  £.  G.  L.  R.)  606. 

'^  We  call  those  questions  of  fact  where  the  business  is  to  know  the  truth  of 
fHots ;  and  we  call  those  questions  of  law  where  the  matter  is  about  reasoning 
on  facts  that  are  agreed  on,  in  order  to  draw  from  them  the  consequences  which 
may  seem  to  establish  the  rights  of  the  parties:  Domat's  Pub.  L.,  B.  4,  tit  1, 
p.  658. 

«  WiUiams  v.  SmUh,  2  B.  &  Aid.  496 ;  Wright  v.  Shawcross,  Ibid.  501 ;  Tin- 
dall  V.  Brovm,  1  T.  R.  167.  In  Smi^  y.  Doe  dem.  Lord  Jersey,  2  B.  &  B.  (6  S. 
G.  L.  R.)  592 ;  Abbott,  G.  J.,  said,  "  I  conceive  that  in  this,  as  well  as  in  all 
other  cases,  courts  of  law  can  find  out  what  is  reasonable ;  and  that  in  some 
cases  they  are  absolutely  required  to  do  so.  In  many  cases  of  a  general  nature, 
or  prevailing  usage,  the  judges  may  be  able  to  decide  the  point  themselves ;  in 
others,  which  may  depend  upon  particular  facts  and  circumstances,  the  assistance 
of  a  jury  may  be  requisite."  And  see  Startup  ▼.  MacdomM,  in  error,  6  M.  & 
G.  (46  £.  G.  L.  R.)  593 ;  in  which  case  the  court  considered,  that  when  bulky 
goods  were  by  contract  to  be  delivered  within  a  certain  time,  the  party  had 
until  twelve  at  night  on  the  last  day  to  deliver  them ;  and  upon  an  issue  whether 
they  were  delivered  at  an  unreasonable  and  improper  time,  the  question  was 
for  the  jury ;  and  if  they  thought  that  at  the  time  when  they  were  tendered 
there  was  not  a  sufficient  interval  before  twelve  o'clock  for  completing  the 
delivery,  they  ought  to  have  found  the  time  was  unreasonable. 


QUESTIONS    OP    LAW    AND    PACT.  774 

the  jnrj  in  such  a  case  is  obviously  confined  to  the  finding  and  ascer- 
taining of  the  simple  facts  and  res  gestce ;  any  inference  of  theirs 
upon  the  subject,  that  the  time  was  or  was  not  reasonable,  would  be 
either  simply  nugatory,  or  both  nugatory  and  illegal. 

Where,  on  the  other  hand,  the  law  is  silent,  and  does  not  by  the 
operation  of  any  principle  or  established  rule  decide  upon  the  legal 
quality  of  the  simple  facts,  or  res  gestcSy  it  is  for  the  jury  to  draw  the 
general  inference  of  reasonable  or  unreasonable,  in  point  of  fact.^ 
In  such  cases  the  legal  conclusion  follows  the  inference  in  fact;  in 
other  words,  the  question  as  to  reasonable  time,  &c.,  is  one  of  fact, 
and  the  time  is  reasonable  or  unreasonable,  *in  point  of  law,  rtiiPii 
according  to  the  finding  of  the  jury  in  point  of  fact. 

If  the  question  be,  whether  reasonable  notice  has  been  given  by 
the  holder,  of  the  dishonor  of  a  bill  of  exchange ;  and  the  evidence 
be,  that  the  holder  gave  notice  by  the  next  day's  post,  to  an  endorser, 
living  at  a  distance;  the  question  would  be  one  of  mere  law,  for  it 
would  fall  within  an  express  rule  of  law  which  determines  such  notice 
to  be  reasonable."^  But  where  no  acknowledged  rule  or  principle  of 
law  defines  the  limits  between  reasonable  and  unreasonable,  the  ques- 
tion seems  to  be  one  for  the  jury  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case.' 

It  is  next  to  be  observed,  that  these  terms,  in  the  absence  of  any 
precise  rule  of  law,  always  import  a  comparison  with  some  usual 
course  and  order  of  dealing,  or  have  reference  to  general  conve- 
nience, utility  and  the  plain  principles  of  natural  justice.  Where 
the  law  is  silent,  the  jury  must  draw  the  inference,  not  as  their  own 

'  As  apoQ  the  question  whether  a  party  has  been  guilty  of  laches  in  not  pre- 
senting a  bill  payable  at  sight,  or  a  certain  time  after,  where  no  established 
rule  of  law  prevails:  J^  v.  HUl,  7  Taunt.  (2  £.  G.  L.  R.)  397 ;  see  tit.  Bill 
or  Exchange.  Whether  a  particular  covenant  is  an  usual  covenant  in  a  lease : 
Doe  V.  Sandhanij  1  T.  R.  705.  What  is  a  reasonable  time  for  carrying  away 
tithes:  Fac^  v.  Eurdom,  3  B.  &  G.  (10  £.  G.  L.  R.)  213.  For  removing  a  dis- 
tress: Put  V.  SheWf  4  B.  &  Aid.  (6  £.  G.  L.  R.)  208 ;  and  see  other  instances 
detailed,  infra,  pp.  779,  780. 

*■  Williams  v.  Smithf  2  B.  &  Aid.  496,  supra,  n.  (o)  -,  and  see  tit  Bill  of  £z- 

CHAVOB. 

'  Per  Lord  Kenyon,  in  Hilton  v.  Shepherdy  6'  East  14,  n. ;  Fry  v.  HiU,  7 
Taunt.  (2  £.  G.  L.  R.)  397.  If  the  rule  in  the  particular  case  is,  that  the  act 
must  be  done  within  a  reasonable  time,  and  the  courts  are  able  to  pronounce 
that  the  act  was  done  in  a  reasonable  time,  the  decision  becomes  a  legal 
precedent.  If  the  court  cannot  decide  on  the  evidence  that  the  fact  was  done 
in  a  reasonable  time,  then  a  further  finding  as  a  fact  that  the  time  was  reason- 
able is  essential. 
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casual  fancies  or  arbitrary  opinions  may  dictate,  bat  according  to 
their  judgment  and  discretion,  upon  comparison  of  the  facts  with  the 
general  and  understood  course  of  dealing,  if  any  such  exist,  in  refer- 
ence to  the  matter  litigated ;  and  in  the  absence  of  any  such  guide, 
with  reference  to  mutual  convenience  and  utility,  or  the  ordinary 
rules  of  fair  and  honest  dealing ;  for  these,  in  the  absence  of  any 
express  rule  of  law,  are  the  proper,  and  indeed  the  only,  standards 
of  comparison  of  which  the  case  admits.  ^ 

It  follows,  that  such  general  questions  of  reasonable  time,  due 
diligence,  and  the  like,  are  never  in  the  abstract  *neces- 
L  J  sarily  either  mere  questions  of  law  or  questions  of  fact.* 
Whether  in  a  particular  instance  the  question  be  of  the  one  class  or 
the  other,  depends  simply  upon  the  existence  and  applicability  of  the 
rule  of  law  to  the  special  circumstances,  or  res  gestce:  if  any  such 
rule  be  applicable,  the  question  is  a  mere  question  of  law ;  if  no  such 
rule  apply,  the  inference  is  one  of  mere  fact  for  the  jury.*  It  may 
even  happen  that  the  very  same  circumstance  which  at  one  time 
would  have  raised  a  question  of  fact,  may  at  a  subsequent  period 

'  In  the  case  of  Darbishire  v.  Parker,  6  East  10,  Lawrence,  J.,  expressed  an 
opinion  that  reasonable  time  was  in  general  a  question  of  law,  because  in  the 
case  of  Tindall  y.  Brown,  1  T.  R.  167,  the  jury  found  merely  the  circnmstanoes. 
But  with  great  deference  to  the  opinion  of  that  very  learned  judge,  it  seems  to 
be  going  too  far  to  infer  that  reasonable  time  must  always  be  a  conclusion  of 
law,  because  it  was  so  considered  in  the  particular  case.  In  that  case,  the  bill 
being  dishonored  on  the  5th,  and  notice  not  given  till  the  7th,  although  the 
parties  lived  within  twenty  minutes'  walk  of  each  other,  the  jury  nevertheless 
foui^d  for  the  plaintiff;  but  the  court  held  that  there  was  a  sufficient  foundation 
for  laying  down  a  legal  rule,  then  but  imperfectly  established,  as  to  the  time  of 
notice.  Lord  Mansfield  said,  '^  What  is  a  reasonable  notice  is  partly  a  question 
of  fact  and  partly  a  question  of  law.  It  may  depend  in  some  measure  on  facts, 
such  as  the  distance  at  which  parties  live  from  each  other,  the  course  of  poet, 
&c.,  but  whenever  a  rule  can  be  laid  down  with  respect  to  this  reasonableness^ 
that  should  be  decided  by  the  court,  and  adhered  to  by  every  one,  for  the  sake 
of  certainty." 

These  observations  remove  all  difficulty :  he  does  not  say  that  reasonable 
time  must  always  be  an  inference  of  law  upon  the  facts,  but  only  where  the  law 
can  lay  down  a  rule  as  to  reasonableness,  which  can  only  be  recognising  a 
practice  already  established,  or  by  applying  legal  principles  to  some  defined 
combination  of  circumstances.  And  in  accordance  with  this  is  the  decision  in 
Straker  v.  Oraham,  4  M.  &  W.  721 ;  and  see  per  Yaughan,  J.,  4  Bing.  N*  C. 
(33  E.  C.  L.  R.)  268. 

*  Intention  is  a  mere  matter  of  fact,  where  the  law  does  not  infer  the  inten- 
tion from  the  fact  itself:  per  Lord  Mansfield,  B.  v.  WbodfaU,  5  Burr.  2661 ; 
see  tit.  Intention  and  Malice. 
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raise  a  mere  question  of  law ;  a  rule  of  law  which  governs  the  case 
haying  been  established  in  the  interval."* 

*Cases  of  this  kind,  where  the  jury  are  to  find  the  special 
facts,  and  where  the  court  can  decide  upon  the  legal  quality  ^  ^ 
of  those  facts  by  the  aid  of  established  rules  of  law,  independently 
of  any  general  inference  or  conclusion  to  be  drawn  by  a  jury,  have 
been  sometimes  termed  mixed  questions  of  law  and  fact.  Thus,  it 
was  said,*  that  the  question  of  reasonable  notice  of  the  dishonor 
of  a  bill  of  exchange  was  a  mixed  question.  That  the  situation  and 
place  of  parties,  the  post-hours,  and  other  matters  of  that  sort,  are 
facts  to  be  ascertained  by  the  jury ;  but  whether  under  the  circum- 
stances notice  was  given  in  reasonable  time,  is  a  question  of  law, 
upon  which  they  ought  to  receive  the  direction  of  the  judge.  Now, 
it  seems  to  be  clear,  that  whenever  any  rule  or  principle  of  law  ap- 
plies to  the  special  facts  proved  in  evidence,  and  determines  their 
legal  quality,  its  application  is  matter  of  law ;  and  on  the  other 
hand,  that  whenever  the  special  facts  and  circumstances  are  such 
that  the  court  cannot  by  the  aid  of  any  legal  rule  or  principle  decide 
upon  the  legal  quality  of  the  facts,  it  is  necessary  that  the  jury 
should  draw  the  inference  *in  fact  as  a  mere  question  in 
fact,  with  reference  to  the  ordinary  course  and  practice  of  ^  -' 
dealing,  and  the  general  principles  of  morality  and  utility.  It  may 
therefore  be  doubted  whether  the  expression  ^^  mixed  question  of  law 
and  fact,"  be  in  strict  propriety  applicable  to  the  former  class  of 
cases.     For  wherever  the  law  uses  a  general  technical  and  abridged 

*  The  rule  as  to  notice  to  a  tenant  to  quit  formerly  was  that  reasonable  notice 
should  be  given ;  but  in  the  reign  of  Henry  VIII.  it  was  decided  that  six 
months^  notice  was  necessary :  see  Doe  v.  Spence,  6  East  123. 

*  See  DarbUhire  v.  Parker^  6  East  3 ;  and  the  observations  of  Grose,  J.,  Ibid. 
The  observations  of  Lord  Mansfield,  supra,  note  {s),  and  Buller,  J.,  in  Tindall 
V.  Brown,  1  T.  R.  1 67.  The  terming  of  any  question  a  mixed  question  of  law 
and  fact,  is  chargeable  with  some  degree  of  indistinctness.  Questions  of  fact 
and  law  are  not  in  strictness  ever  mixed ;  it  is  always  for  the  jury  to  decide 
the  one  and  the  court  the  other,  however  complicated  the  case  may  be.  In 
some  cases  the  main  difficulty  may  consist  in  ascertaining  the  facts,  where  the 
application  of  the  law  to  the  ascertained  facts  admits  of  no  doubt ;  in  another 
the  facts  may  be  clear  and  simple,  and  their  legal  effect  doubtful ;  but  still  in 
each  case  the  provinces  of  the  court  and  jury  are  perfectly  plain  and  distinct. 
It  is  true  that  in  some  instances  the  court  could  not,  without  the  aid  of  a  con- 
clusion of  facts  drawn  by  a  jury,  apply  the  law ;  but  this  consideration  does 
not  properly  occasion  any  intermixture  of  or  confusion  of  the  respective  func- 
tions of  the  court  and  jury ;  for  the  latter,  in  drawing  their  conclusion,  still 
confine  themselves  to  mere  matter  of  fact 
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form  of  expression,  the  question  arising  upon  it  is  partly  a  question 
of  law,  partly  a  question  of  fact ;  the  jury  must  in  all  instances 
find  the  facts  which  form  the  basis  of  the  legal  judgment,  unless 
they  be  admitted  by  the  parties ;  and  it  is  for  the  court,  in  all  caseSy 
to  decide  upon  the  legal  quality  of  those  facts.  So  universal  is  this 
rule,  that  it  applies  even  in  those  instances  where,  in  the  absence  of 
any  rule  or  principle  of  law  which  enables  the  court  to  draw  the  con- 
clusion directly  and  immediately  from  the  special  facts,  it  is  essential 
that  the  jury  should  draw  the  inference  of  reasonable  time  as  a  mat- 
ter of  mere  fact ;  for  even  here  the  adjudication  by  the  court,  that 
the  time  is  reasonable,  involves  matter  of  law  as  well  as  matter  of 
fact,  although  the  question  whether  the  time  be  reasonable,  in  point 
of  law,  be  dependent  on  the  question  whether  it  be  reasonable  in 
point  of  fact.  If  the  jury  were  by  their  verdict  to  find  all  the 
special  facts,  and  were  also  to  find  that  the  time  was  reasonable  in 
point  of  fact,  the  judgment  of  the  court  upon  this  finding  would 
still  in  all  cases  be  matter  of  law.  If  in  such  a  case  the  mere  facts 
fell  within  any  established  rule  or  principle,  the  special  inference 
made  by  the  jury  would  be  entirely  nugatory,  and  the  court  would 
apply  the  rule  of  law  to  the  special  facts,  even  although  the  legal 
inference  should  be  contrary  to  the  inference  in  fact.''  In  the 
absence  of  any  such  rule,  the  judgment  of  the  court,  that  the  time 
was  reasonable,  would  follow  the  conclusion  in  fact;  but  it  would 
involve  that  which  is  mere  matter  of  legal  consideration  and  judg- 
r*77Q1  ™®^^>  ^^^^  ^®'  *^^®  adjudication  that  no  legal  rule  applied  to 
the  facts,  and  that  the  question  of  law  was  consequently 
dependent  on  the  question  in  fact.  In  strictness,  therefore,  as  the 
legal  application  of  every  technical  expression  recognized  by  the  law 
is  partly  a  matter  of  fact  and  partly  a  matter  of  law,  it  may  be 
doubted  whether  the  terms  ''  mixed  question  of  law  and  fact"  serve 
accurately  to  distinguish  any  particular  class  of  cases.  All  technical 
expressions  whatsoever,  such  as  asportation,"  conversion,*  acceptance,^ 
and  the  like,  are  in  their  application  partly  matters  of  law,  partly 
matters  of  fact. 

These  observations  may  not,  perhaps,  be  deemed  to  be  altogether 
unimportant,  when  it  is  considered  how  essential  it  is  to  preserve  the 

7  For  it  would  be  a  wrong  conclusion  in  point  of  law :  see  R.  ▼.  WhiitUbwry^ 
6  T.  R.  466. 
■  See  tit  Larcent.  *  See  tit.  Trover. 

^  See  tit.  Frauds,  Statute  of. 
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distinction  between  law  and  fact,  and  to  prevent  any  misconception 
as  to  the  relative  functions  of  courts  and  juries.^ 

Some  of  the  cases  to  which  these  principles  apply  will  next  be 
adverted  to.  Reasonable  time,  kCj  is  always  a  question  of  fact  in 
the  absence  of  any  rule  or  principle  of  law  applicable  to  the  circum- 
stances. Thus,  in  an  action  for  not  removing  goods  distrained  for 
rent,  after  the  expiration  of  five  days,  it  is  a  question  for  the  jury, 
whether  they  were  removed  within  a  reasonable  time  afterwards.^ 
So  whether  the  sheriflf  or  his  agents  have  used  due  diligence  in  at- 
tempting to  discover  and  arrest  a  defendant  under  civil  process.^ 
Even  the  question,  whether  an  attorney  has  been  guilty  of  negli- 
gence, in  not  complying  '''with  the  practice  of  the  court,  is  a  rucYgQi 
question  for  a  jury.^ 

In  the  case  of  Noble  v.  Kennawatf^^  where  the  defence  to  an  action 
on  a  policy  of  insurance  was,  that  there  had  been  unnecessary  delay 
in  unloading  the  cargoes,  it  was  held,  that  this  was  a  question  to  be 
decided  by  a  jury,  who  could  not  decide  without  being  informed  as  to 
the  usual  practice  of  the  particular  trade.  Where  the  defence  to  an 
action  for  the  price  of  goods  sold  and  delivered  was,  that  they  did 
not  correspond  with  the  san^ple,  it  was  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether, 
under  the  circumstances,  the  defendant  had  rejected  the  goods  within 
a  reasonable  time.^  So,  in  a  seeking  voyage,  a  reasonable  time  for 
the  seeking  adventure  must  be  allowed ;  and  in  an  action  on  a  policy 
on  such  a  ship,  the  question  whether  the  time  be  reasonable  must  be 
determined  by  the  state  of  things  at  the  port  where  the  ship  happens 
to  be.'    And  where  overseers  referred  certain  matters  in  dispute  to 

*  It  is  of  the  greatest  consequence  to  the  law  of  England,  and  to  the  subject, 
that  the  powers  of  the  judge  and  jury  be  kept  distinct ;  that  the  judge  determine 
the  law,  and  the  jury  the  fact;  and,  if  ever  they  come  to  be  confounded,  it  will 
prove  the  confusion  and  the  destruction  of  the  law  of  England :  per  Hardwicke, 
C.  J.,  B,  V.  Poole^  Cases  tempt.  Hard.  28. 

«  Pitt  V.  Shewj  4  B.  &  Aid.  (6  E.  C.  L.  R.)  208 ;  and  see  tit.  Distriss. 

«  Hooper  v.  Lane,  10  Q.  B.  (69  E.  C.  L.  R.)  646 ;  and  see  tit.  Sheripp,  Neg- 
ligence. 

'  Hunter  v.  CdldweU,  10  Q.  B.  (59  E.  C.  L.  R.)  69. 

«  Doug.  510. 

^  Parker  v.  Palmer,  4  B.  &  Aid.  (6  E.  C.  L.  R.)  387 ;  Coleman  v.  Gibson,  1 
M.  &  Rob.  168.  What  is  a  reasonable  time  for  the  delivery  of  bulky  goods 
seems  to  be  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury :  Startup  v.  McDonald,  2  M.  &  G. 
(40  E.  C.  L.  R.)  395.  Although  the  judgment  in  this  case  was  reversed  in 
1  Cam.  Scacc,  6  M.  &  G.  (46  E.  C.  L.  R.)  593,  supra,  p.  774,  note  (o) ;  the 
grounds  on  which  it  was  overruled  seem  to  leave  the  proposition  above  quoted 
untouched. 

*  Phmips  V.  Irving,  7  M.  &  G.  (49  B.  C.  L.  R.)  325. 
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arbitration,  and  provided  that  certain  costs  of  the  other  party  should 
be  taxed  and  paid  by  the  overseers,  it  was  hjeld  that  they  were  to  be 
paid  in  a  reasonable  time,  and  that  what  was  a  reasonable  time  was 
a  question  for  the  jury.^ 

In  the  cases  of  Tindal  v.  Brawn^  and  Darhishire  v.  Parker^  it  was 
said,"^  that  what  is  reasonable  notice  of  the  dishonor  of  a  bill  of 

r*7811  ^^^'^^"g^  ^s  ^  4^6S^io^  ^f  law  arising '^'upon  the  facts;  and 
that  a  jury  in  such  cases  ought  to  receive  the  directions  of 
the  judge;  a  position  incontrovertibly  true  wherever  the  law  affords 
a  rule  which  governs  the  case,  for  then  the  finding  of  the  jury,  that 
the  time  is  reasonable  or  unreasonable  in  point  of  fact,  cannot  be 
placed  in  competition  with  the  settled  rules  and  principles  of  law, 
and  can  never  prevail  but  where  the  law  is  silent,  and  where  the  gen- 
eral rules  of  law,  founded  upon  a  knowledge  and  experience  of  their 
general  utility,  are  from  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  case  supposed  to 
be  inapplicable.  Thus,  also,  what  is  a  reasonable  time  for  which  a 
suspected  party  may  be  committed  for  re-examination,  is  a  question 
for  the  court  to  determine,  the  jury  ascertaining  the  facts  upon 
which  the  court  is  to  found  its  determination.*^ 

The  existence  of  probable  cause  was  formerly  treated  as  a  question 
or  inference  of  law.®  In  an  action  for  a  malicious  prosecution,  the 
facts  constituting  the  grounds  of  suspicion  were  set  forth  by  the  de- 
fendant in  his  plea,  and  the  plaintiff  demurred,  if  they  did  not  amount 
to  reasonable  and  probable  cause.'  In  later  times,  it  was  not  un- 
frequently  treated  as  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury.'^  The  probable 
cause  of  prosecution  must  necessarily  consist  in  the  circumstances  of 
the  case  within  the  defendant's  knowledge,  which  tended  to  throw 
suspicion  on  the  plaintiff.  The  existence  of  such  circumstances,  and 
their  force  and  tendency,  were  thought  to  be  questions  rather  of  fact 
than  of  law ;  for  the  effect  was  to  be  measured  by  sound  sense  and 
discretion  rather  than  by  any  rule  of  law,  which  could  not  measure 

^  Burton  v.  GHJiths,  11  M.  &  W.  817.  » 1  T.  R.  167. 

""  6  East  10.  But  see  svpra,  pp.  776, 777,  and  Strc^cer  v.  Graham,  4  M.  &  W. 
721. 

"  DavU  V.  Capper,  10  B.  &  C.  (21  E.  C.  L.  R.)  28 ;  4  C.  &  P.  (19  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
134 ;  Cave  y.  Mountain,  1  M.  &  G.  (39  E.  0.  L.  R.)  260. 

•  Coxe  y.  WirraU,  Cro.  Jac.  193. 

p  Brooks  V.  Warwick,  2  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  389 ;  Isaacs  v.  Brand,  Ibid. 
167. 

«  See  Candell  v.  London,  1  T.  R.  520,  n. ;  Johnstone  v.  Sutton,  1  T.  R.  544 ; 
Beynolds  v.  Kennedy,  1  Wils.  232 ;  Oolding  v.  Croiole,  B.  N.  P.  14 ;  BeckwUh  y. 
PhUhy,  6  B.  &  C.  (13  E.  0.  L.  R.)  637 ;  see  tit  Malicious  Pbrsicution. 
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mere  probability.  If  such  circumstances  did  exist,  it  was  '^'and  ri^'jao't 
still  is  presumed  that  the  defendant  acted  upon  them ;  but 
this  is  not  conclusively  presumed,  for  it  is  clear,  that  if,  notwithstand- 
ing the  e:^stence  of  unfavorable  circumstances,  the  defendant  knew 
that  the  plai&tiflf  was  innocent,  he  would  be  liable  in  damages ;  for 
as  to  him,  who  was  better  informed,  the  circumstances  could  afford  no 
probable  cause  or  ground  of  accusation.'  It  is,  however,  now  con- 
clusively settled  that  the  question  of  reasonable  and  probable  cause 
is  a  question  of  law.  ^^In  the  more  simple  cases,"  says  Tindal,  C. 
J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber 
in  Panton  v.  WilUamSj'  ^^  where  this  question  depends  entirely  on 
the  proof  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  which  gave  rise  to  and 
"^^attended  the  prosecution,  no  doubt  has  ever  existed  from  ritLnocri 
the  time  of  the  earliest  authorities,  but  that  such  question  is 
purely  a  question  of  law  to  be  decided  by  the  judge."  "There  have 
been  some  cases  in  the  later  books  which  appear  at  first  sight  to 
have  somewhat  relaxed  the  application  of  that  rule,  by  seeming  to 
leave  more  than  the  mere  question  of  the  facts  proved  to  the  jury ; 
but  upon  further  examination  it  will  be  found,  that  although  there 
has  been  an  apparent,  there  has  been  no  real  departure  from  the  rule. 

'  Sir  Anthony  Askley^s  case,  12  Co.,  infraj  92 ;  notes  (t),  («),  (x) ;  Davis  v. 
RusseUf  5  Bing.  (15  £.  C.  L.  R.)  354 ;  where  the  judge,  having  directed  the  jury 
to  consider  whether  the  circumstances  afforded  the  defendant  reasonable  ground 
for  supposing  that  the  plaintiff  had  committed  a  felony,  and  whether  in  his  situ- 
ation they  would  have  acted  as  he  had  done,  the  court  held  that  the  direction 
was  substantially  correct.  Best,  C.  J.,  in  giving  judgment,  observed,  it  was  for 
the  jury  to  say  whether  they  believed  the  facts ;  and,  if  they  believed  them, 
whether  the  defendant  was  acting  honestly.  In  some  oases  it  becomes  a  nice 
question  whether  it  is  necessary  to  trace  home  to  the  defendant  knowledge  of 
Uie  exact  facts  which  show  in  truth  there  was  not  reasonable  and  probable  cause, 
or  whether  it  is  not  incumbent  on  the  defendant  to  show  his  ignorance :  see 
Michdl  V.  Williams ^  11  M.  &  W.  205.  If  A,,  having  an  opinion  of  counsel  in 
his  favor,  arrests  B,j  he  is  not  liable  to  an  action  for  a  malicious  arrest,  if  he 
acted  honestly  on  that  opinion :  sectts,  if  he  believed  he  had  no  cause  of  action : 
Ravenga  v.  Macintosh^  2  B.  &  C.  (9  E.  0.  L.  R.)  693  *,  but  this  is  with  reference 
to  the  question  of  malice :  and  see  MitcheU  v.  Jenkins^  5  B.  &  Aid.  (27  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  588 ;  and  tit.  Malicious  Arrest. 

■  2  Q.  B.  (42  £.  G.  L.  R.)  169.  In  this  case  both  the  law  and  the  fact  were  left 
entirely  to  the  jury,  and  the  court  of  error  awarded  a  venire  de  novo  ;  and  see 
MicheU  v.  Williams,  11  M.  &  W.  205  ;  Turner  v.  Ambler,  10  Q.  B.  (59  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  252,  West  v.  Brazendale,  9  0.  B.  (67  E.  0.  L.  R.)  141.  That  reasonable 
degree  of  belief  which  is  a  criterion  of  bona  fides,  when  the  question  is  whether 
a  party  thought  he  was  acting  under  a  statute  which  entitled  him,  if  so  acting, 
to  notice  of  action,  is  a  question  for  the  jury:  Cox  v.  Reid,  13  Q.  B.  (66  E.  C. 
L.  R.)  558. 
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Thus,  in  some  cases,  the  reasonableness  and  probability  of  the  ground 
for  prosecution  has  depended,  not  merely  upon  the  proof  of  certain 
facts,  but  upon  the  question,  whether  other  facts  which  furnished 
an  answer  to  the  prosecution  were  known  to  the  defendi^nt  at  the 
time  it  was  instituted  :^  again,  in  other  cases,  the  question  has  turned 
upon  the  inquiry,  whether  the  facts  stated  to  the  defendant  at  the 
time,  and  which  formed  the  ground  of  the  prosecution,  were  be- 
lieved by  him  or  not  ;^  in  other  cases,  the  inquiry  has  been,  whether 
from  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  himself  the  jury  will  infer  that 
he  was  conscious  that  he  had  no  reasonable  or  probable  cause.'  But 
in  these  and  many  other  cases  which  might  be  suggested,  it  is  obvi- 
ous that  the  knowledge,  the  belief,  and  the  conduct  of  the  defendant 
are  really  so  many  additional  facts  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury ; 
so  that  in  fact  nothing  is  left  to  the  jury  but  the  truth  of  the  facts 
proved,  and  the  justice  of  the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  such 
facts :  both  which  investigations  fall  within  the  legitimate  province 
of  the  jury,  whilst  at  thd  same  time  they  have  received  the  law  from 
the  judge,  that  according  as  they  find  the  facts  proved  or  not  proved, 
and  the  inferences  warranted  or  not,  there  was  reasonable  and  pro- 
bable ground  for  the  prosecution  or  the  reverse.     And  such  being 

r*7«zn  **^®  ^^^^  ^^  ^*^  where  the  facts  are  few  and  the  case  simple, 
'-  -I  we  cannot  hold  it  to  be  otherwise  where  the  facts  are  more 
numerous  and  complicated." 

The  inference  of  fraud  is  also  in  some  cases  a  mere  question  of 
law  arising  upon  the  facts ;  in  others  it  is  a  mere  matter  of  fact.^ 
Where  a  trader  aliens  the  whole  of  his  effects  for  a  past  debt,  he  is 
guilty  of  fraud  against  his  creditors,  and  commits  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy ;  and  the  court  will  infer  fraud  from  the  facts,  without  the 
aid  of  a  jury."    If  a  creditor,  knowing  that  his  debtor  was  going  to 

*  James  v.  Fhdps,  11  A.  &  E.  (39  B.  C.  L.  R.)  483. 

""  HaddHck  v.  Heslopt  12  Q.  B.  (64  £.  0.  L.  R.)  267 ;  accord :  Turner  v.  Ambler, 
10  Q.  B.  (59  E.  C.  L,  R.)  252. 

«  Hinton  v.  Heather,  14  M.  &  W.  131. 

7  Fer  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Foxcroft  v.  Deeonshirt,  2  Burr.  937.  Fraud  and 
covin  is  always  a  question  or  judgment  of  law  on  facts  and  intention ;  per  Lord 
Ellenborough,  Doe  v.  Manning,  9  East  59.  Bat  the  intention  is  frequently  a 
question  of  fact.  Upon  an  issue  taken  generally  on  an  allegation  of  fraud,  it  is 
a  question  of  fact,  and  if  there  be  no  fraud  in  fact,  there  is  none  in  law  :  per  Bui- 
ler,  J.,  Fease  v.  Nat/lor,  5  T.  R.  80.  The  obtaining  of  a  bill  of  exchange  by  fraud 
is  a  question  of  fact:  Grew  v.  Bevan,  3  Stark.  C.  (3  £.  0.  L.  R.)  134:  and  see 
tit  Bill  of  Exchange. 

■  Newton  v.  Cfhandler,  7  East  138  j  Linton  v.  BarUett,  3  Wils.  47  ;  WUeon  v. 
Day,  2  Burr.  827 ;  Siebert  v.  Spooner,  1  M.  &  W.  714 ;  Lenden  v.  Sharp,  8  M.  ft 
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break,  were,  before  any  direct  act  of  bankruptcy,  to  procure  payment 
by  threatSf  the  law  would  pronounce  that  this  was  not  fraudulent/ 

Or  the  question  may  be  one  of  fact  for  the  jury :  as  where  it  de- 
pends not  on  the  mere  act  done,  but  upon  the  particular  intention 
with  which  it  was  done  :^  as  where  a  trader  conveys,^  or  a  debtor 
assigns  his  property,  to  defraud  creditors.^  So  it  is  a  question  of 
fact  whether  fraud  has  been  practised  in  procuring  a  blind  man  to 
execute  a  will.* 

♦The.  inference  as  to  malice  and  intentiony  also,  may  be  ^^^^f,-, 
one  either  of  mere  law,  as  in  cases  of  homicide,  where  the  law  ^  -^ 
frequently  infers  a  malicious  intention  from  the  facts,  independently 
of  any  conclusion  drawn  by  the  jury.'  Or  of  mere  fact,  as  in  cases 
where  some  malicious  intention  in  particular  is  essential  to  the 
charge ;'  or  where  the  nature  of  an  act  depends  on  the  particular 
intention  of  the  parties.^ 

The  question,  whether  a  party  had  knowledge  of  a  particular  fact, 
is  usually  a  question  of  fact  to  be  left  to  the  jury.' 

G.  (46  E.  C.  L.  R.)  895 ;  Easttoiek  t.  Caillavd,  5  T.  R.-  420.  But  it  is  otherwise 
of  a  sale  or  transfer  for  full  consideration  then  given :  Baxter  y.  Pritchard,  1 
Ad.  &  E.  (28  E.  C.  L.  R.)  457  ;  Bose  v.  Hat/cocky  Ibid.  460 ;  WaintmrightY.  CI&- 
ment,  3  M.  &  W.  385 ;  6  Ring.  N.  C.  (37  E.  C.  L.  R.)  86. 

*  Per  Lord  Mansfield,  2  Burr.  038.  ^  And  see  tit.  Intention. 

^  Newton  v.  Chantler,  7  East  145 ;  Siebert  y.  Spooner^  1  M.  &  W.  714 ;  and  see 
tit.  Bankrupt. 
^  Notes  to  Twyne^s  case,  1  Smith  L.  G.  9 ;  and  see  tit.  Fraudulent  Convst- 

ANCE. 

*  Per  Heath,  J.,  Longchamp  v.  FUhj  2  N.  R.  419. 
'See  tits.  Libel,  Murder. 

*  See  tits.  Intention,  Libel,  Malice,  Malicious  Arrest,  Malicious  In- 
juries, Malicious  Prosecution.  On  a  prosecution  for  larceny,  the  quo  animo  is 
for  the  jury :  B.  y.  PhiUipx,  East  P.  0.  662  )  see  tit.  Larceny.  So,  to  what  pur- 
pose trees  oat  down  by  a  tenant  were  intended  to  be  applied  by  him :  Doe  y. 
Wilson,  11  East  56  ;  see  tit.  Gopthold. 

^  Povris  y  Smith,  5  B.  &  Aid.  (7  E.  G.  L.  R)  850.  So,  according  to  the  ciyil 
law,  **  Quicunque  intentionem  facto  superstruit  factum  id  tenetur  probarcj  ut  non 
neganti  sed  adfirmanti  incumbat  probatio"  The  intention  of  the  parties  in  pay- 
ing or  receiying  rent  is  for  the  jury  :  per  Gould,  J.,  1  H.  Bl.  312 ;  Ooodright 
y.  Oorder,  6  T.  R.  319  ;  see  tit.  Patment. 

*  Harratt  y.  Wise,  9  B.  &  C.  (17  E.  C.  L.  R.)  712;  where  it  was  held  that 
knowledge  on  the  part  of  a  captain  of  a  yessel,  of  the  fact  that  a  foreign  port 
was  in  a  state  of  blockade,  was  not  to  be  presumed  on  the  ground  that  notice 
to  a  State  was  notice  to  all  the  subjects  of  that  State,  but  was  to  be  proyed  as 
matter  of  fact.  It  is  a  question  of  fact  for  a  jury  to  whom  credit  was  giyen  by 
the  yendor  of  goods :  Leggat  y.  Beed,  1  G.  &  P.  (12  E.  G.  L.  R.)  16,  and  note ; 
Bentl^  y.  Oriffin,  5  Taunt.  (1  £.  G.  L.  R.)  356. 
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The  question  whether  a  sheriff,^  or  attorney,^  or  agent  has  been 
guilty  of  negligence,  is  one  of  fact  for  the  decision  of  the  jury,  even 
where  it  consisted  in  not  complying  with  the  practice  of  the  court."" 

What  shall  be  said  to  be  the  next  sessions,  that  is,  the  next  prac- 
ticable sessions,  for  an  appeal  against  a  removal  order,  is  a  question 

r*78B1   ^^  ^^^^'  ^^^^^^^  ^  ^^  frequently  '^'depends  on  the  particular 
situation  of  the  parties,  and  the  circumstances  of  the  case.*" 

Reputed  ownership,  it  seems  is  a  question  of  fact  rather  than  of 
law.* 

An  allegation  that  a  person  is  employed  in  the  service  of  the 
customs  is  an  allegation  of  fact :  the  allegation  that  it  was  his  duty 
as  9uch  to  seize  goods  which  on  importation  are  forfeited,  is  matter 
of  law.P 

The  construction  of  all  written  documents  is  matter  of  pure  law, 
as  it  seems,  in  all  cases  where  the  meaning  and  intention  of  the 
framers  is  by  law  to  be  collected  from  the  document  itself;  as  in  the 
instances  of  judicial  records,  deeds,  &c.  ;*'  but  where  the  meaning  is  to 
be  judged  of  by  the  aid  of  extrinsic  circumstances,  the  construction 
is  usually  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury.'  Thus,  in  the  case  of  libel, 
the  meaning  of  the  writer  and  the  truth  of  the  innuendoes  are  ques- 
tions of  fact.  So  in  a  prosecution  for  sending  a  threatening  letter, 
the  question,  whether  it  contains  a  threat,  if  doubtful,  is  to  be  de- 
cided by  the  jury."  But  where  there  is  evidence  of  facts,  as  well  as 
documentary  evidence  from  which  the  nature  of  a  contract  is  to  be 
derived,  the  question,  what  was  the  contract  between  the  parties,  is 
for  the  jury.^    If  the  context  shows  that  a  word  is  not  used  in  its 

*  Hooper  y.  Lane,  10  Q.  B  (59  E.  C.  L.  R.)  546. 

»  Hunter  v.  Caldwell,  10  Q.  B.  (59  E.  C.  L.  R.)  69. 

™  See  tit.  Nboligsnce. 

^  R,  V.  Coode,  4  Burn.  145,  26th  edit. ;  R,  v.  Justices  of  the  East  Riding  of 
Yorkshire,  Ibid. ;  R.  v.  Justices  of  Essex,  1  B.  &  Aid.  210  j  R.  y.  Watts^  7  Ad. 
k  E.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  461. 

**  Per  Buller,  J.,  in  Walker  y.  BumeU,  Doug.  317  ;  Lingham  v.  Biggs,  1  B.  A 
P.  82 ;  and  per  Lawrence,  J.,  in  Horn  v.  Baker,  9  East  241 ;  Watson  v.  Peache, 
1  Bing.  N.  C.  (27  £.  C.  L.  R.)  327.  But  it  is  not  unfrequently  a  question  of 
law  ;  see  tit.  Bankruptcy. 

p  R.  v.  Everett,  8  B.  &  C.  (15 E.  C.  L.  R.)  114. 

^  See  supra,  p.  648,  et  seq, 

^  Any  ambiguity  on  the  face  of  a  document  must  be  explained  by  the  judge, 
but  if  it  arise  from  extrinsic  eyidence  it  must  be  construed  by  the  jury :  Smith 
y.  Thompson,  8  C.  B.  (65  E.  C.  L.  R.)  44. 

*  Oirdtoood's  case,  Leach,  C.  0.  L.  42 ;  and  see  Tyler^s  easSj  Moo.  C.  C.  428. 
^  Moore  y.  Garvoood,  4  Ex.  681. 
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primary  or  strict  sense,  tbe  judge  may  adopt  the  construction 
♦indicated  by  the  context;  or  if  the  surrounding  circum-  r^ygTT 
stances  at  the  time  the  instrument  was  made,  show  that  the 
parties  intended  to  use  the  word  in  some  secondary  meaning,  the 
judge  may  construe  it  according  to  such  intention  of  the  parties. 
But  if  there  is  evidence  that  the  word  was  used  in  a  sense  peculiar 
to  a  trade,  business,  or  place,  or  if  its  meaning  depends  upon  the 
usage  of  the  place  where  anything  under  the  instrument  is  to  be 
done,  the  jury  must  say  whether  the  parties  have  used  it  in  that 
peculiar  sense.  They  must  also  give  the  meaning  of  some  technical 
words.^  Where  an  agreement  is  not  contained  in  any  formal  instru- 
ment, but  is  collected  from  letters  which  have  passed  between  the 
parties,  their  construction,  where  their  terms  are  plain  and  unambig- 
uous, is  also  for  the  consideration  of  the  court ;  but  where  they  are 
written  in  so  dubious  and  uncertain  a  manner  as  to  be  capable  of 
different  constructions,  and  can  be  explained  by  other  circumstances, 
it  is  for  the  jury  to  decide  on  the  whole  of  the  evidence.*  And  it 
seems  that  in  general,  where  the  evidence  of  a  contract  is  matter  of 
inference  from  circumstances,  it  is  a  matter  of  fact  for  the  jury. 

*It  is  the  peculiar  province  of  the  jury  to  draw  the  proper  r*7Qo-| 
conclusion  in  fact  from  mere  circumstantial  evidence  of  the 
fact,  and  to  deduce  the  proper  inference  in  all  cases  of  indirect  evi- 
dence, except  in  those  instances  where  the  law  makes  particular  facts 
the  foundation  of  a  legal  presumption ;  and  even  in  such  instances, 
where  the  legal  presumption  is  not  conclusive,  it  is  still  for  the  jury 
to  decide  on  the  evidence  whether  the  legal  primd  facie  presumption 
or  intendment  is  repelled  by  contrary  evidence. 

It  also  belongs  to  the  court  to  decide  all  collateral  matters  arising 

"*  Simpson  v.  Margitson,  11  Q.  B.  (63  £.  G.  L.  R.)  23;  Hitchin  v.  Groom,  5 
C.  B.  (57  E.  C.  L.  R.)  515 ;  Neilson'y.  Harford,  8  M  &  W.  806 ;  Hutchinson 
v.  Bowkerj  5  M.  &  W.  535 ;  Aforrdl  v.  Frithj  3  M.  &  W.  402  }  see  supra,  p.  701, 
et  seq, 

'  Per  Bailer,  J.,  Macbeath  v.  HMimand,  1  T.  R.  182.  Note,  that  Willes,  J., 
in  the  same  case,  was  of  opinion  that  the  conetraotion  of  letters  generally  was 
proper  for  the  jury ;  but  Buller,  J.,  intimated  his  dissent  from  the  general  pro- 
position ;  and  see  Baildon  v.  Walton,  1  Ex.  617;  Morrell  v.  Frith,  3  M.  &  W. 
402.  In  Stammers  v.  Dixon,  7  East  200,  where  the  question  was  whether  land 
was  parcel  of  the  plaintiff's  freehold  or  the  defendant's  copyhold,  and  evidence 
given  of  acts  of  ownership,  and  copyhold  admissions,  it  was  held  that  the  effect 
of  the  admissions  was  matter  of  law  for  the  Court ;  and  the  result  of  that  case 
seems  to  be,  that  the  jury  were  to  find  upon  the  whole  of  the  case,  giving  effect, 
as  far  as  the  documents  were  concerned,  to  the  construction  put  upon  them  by 
the  Court. 
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in  the  course  of  the  trial.  Thus,  it  is  for  the  court  in  all  cases  to  de- 
termine upon  the  competency  of  witnesses,  and  the  admissibility'' 
of  particular  evidence  with  reference  to  the  facts  in  issue,  or  to  the 
allegations  on  the  record,  even  although  the  admissibility  of  the  evi- 
dence should  depend  on  matter  of  fact.  And  questions  upon  such 
matters  cannot  be  put  to  the  jury."  Even  if  a  preliminary  question 
arises,  as,  for  instance,  whether  the  person  be  an  agent  of  one  of  the 
parties  or  no,  in  order  to  let  in  evidence  of  admissions  made  by  him, 
the  judge  must  decide  it,  although  it  may  afterwards  be  a  question 
for  the  jury  in  order  to  dispose  of  an  issue  in  the  cause.*  And  in  all 
cases  the  question  whether  evidence  be  admissible  or  not  is  a  question 
to  be  decided  by  the  judge  alone,  although,  after  it  is  admitted,  its 
credibility  and  weight  are  questions  for  the  jury,  who  in  so  doing 
consider  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  including  of  course  those 
upon  which  the  judge  has  decided  that  the  evidence  was  admissible.^ 
Various  instances  of  the  application  of  this  principle  have  occurred. 
Thus,  it  has  been  held  that  it  is  a  question  for  the  court,  whether  a 
declaration  made  by  one  in  articulo  mortis  be  admissible  under  the 
circumstances  *of  the  case.'  So,  where  the.  question  was 
^  ^  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  stamp  on  a  bill  of  exchange, 
which  depended  upon  the  further  question  whether  it  was  a  foreign 
bill,  which  it  purported  to  be,  or  an  inland  one,  as  the  defendant  as- 
serted, it  was  held  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  judge  to  decide  this 
question.^  Where  the  question  was  whether  a  witness  was  competent 
or  not  on  the  ground  of  sanity,  Parke,  B.,  after  taking  the  opinion 
of  the  judges,  tried  the  question  of  sanity,  and  admitted  the  witness.* 
The  judge  must  try  whether  a  person,  whose  declarations  on  a  ques- 
tion of  pedigree  are  tendered  in  evidence,  is  proved  to  have  been  a 
member  of  the  family.'  And  where  declarations  are  offered  in  evi- 
dence as  made  by  a  party  to  the  suit,  the  judge  should  determine  his 

y  Per  Tindal,  C.  J.,  Lewis  y.  Marshall,  7  M.  &  G.  (49  E.  C.  L.  R.)  743. 

*  Doe  dem.  Jenkins  v.  Davies,  10  Q.  B.  (59  E.  C.  L.  R.)  323. 

*  Per  Erie,  J.,  in  Doe  v.  Davies,  10  Q.  B  (59  E.  C.  L.  R.)  323 ;  WeUted  v.  Leifjf, 
1  M.  &  Rob.  138. 

^  Lewis  V.  MarshaU,  7  M.  &  G.  (49  E.  0.  L.  R.)  743 ;  Phillips  v.  CoU,  10  A. 
&  E.  (37  E.  C.  L.  R.)  112. 

«  So  held  by  all  the  judges :  see  E,  v.  Bucks,  1  Stark.  0.  (2  £.  0.  L.  R.)  523 ; 
M<njor  CampbeWs  case,  quoted  by  Parke,  B.,  in  Bartlett  v.  Smith,  11  M.  &  W. 
486 ;  see  tit  Admissions. 

*  Bartlett  v.  Smith,  11  M.  &  W.  483. 

*  Per  Parke,  B.,  in  Cleeoe  v.  Jones,  21  L.  J.,  Ex.  106. 
'  Doe  T.  Davies,  10  Q.  B.  (59  E.  C.  L.  R.)  314. 
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identity.*  So,  he  must  try  whether  a  particular  contract  is  of  such 
a  usual  character  as  to  let  in  evidence  of  a  custom  of  trade  to  con- 
trol its  terms.^  So,  he  must  inquire  into  and  decide  the  question, 
whether  the  attempts  to  find  an  attesting  witness  have  been  sufiScient 
to  admit  proof  of  his  handwriting,*  or  whether  proper  search  has  been 
made  for  a  document  to  let  in  secondary  evidence,^  or  whether  the 
custody  of  an  ancient  document  was  proper.^  So,  where  the  plaintiff 
had  been  the  attorney  of  the  defendant,  the  judge  decided  the  ques- 
tion whether  a  book  tendered  by  the  plaintiff  in  evidence  came  to 
him  as  a  privileged  communication  from  the  defendant.™  Whether 
different  portions  of  land  are  so  *connected  as  to  make  acts 
done  upon  one  of  them  evidence  of  rights  over  another,  and  *-  -* 
also  whether  such  acts  amount  to  evidence  of  ownership,*^  are  like- 
wise questions  which  the  court  mast  decide.  The  evidence  tendered 
upon  such  questions,  indeed,  is  not  in  any  way  for  the  jury ;  the  tes- 
timony ought  to  be  given  upon  the  voire  dire :  and  if  amongst  the 
matters,  upon  which  the  question  whether  secondary  evidence  is  ad- 
missible or  not  depends,  there  be  a  letter,  the  judge  will  not  have  it 
read  before  the  jury,  but  will  read  it  himself,  and  hand  it  to  the  op- 
posite counsel.^ 

It  is  also  the  province  of  the  court  to  decide  all  matters  which  de- 
pend on  an  inspection  of  the  record.^ 

The  court  it  has  been  said  will,  ex  officioy  exclude  illegal  evidence, 
without  regard  to  the  compact  of  counsel.'^ 

«  CwfiM  v.  FarBfyM^  1  C.  &  M.  730. 

^  Lewis  y.  Marshall,  7  M.  &  G.  (49  E.  C.  L.  R.)  729 ;  and  see  supra,  p.  701. 

*  Supra,  p.  514. 

*  Supra,  p.  536. 

^  BUhop  Meath  v.  Marquis  of  Winchester,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  183 ; 
and  see  supra,  p.  536. 
""  Cleave  v.  Jones,  21  L.  J.,  Ex.  105. 
"  Doe  v.  Kemp,  7  Bing.  (20  E.  C.  L.  R.)  336. 

*  Smith  V.  Sleap,  1  C.  &  K.  (47  E.  C.  L.  R.)  48. 

'  B,  y.  Bucks,  1  Stark.  C.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  455.    Note,  the  question  there  was, 
whether  a  word  in  a  record  was  meeting  or  mutiny. 

4  Shaw  y.  Boberts,  2  Stark.  0.  (3  E.  C.  L.  R.)  522.  But  see  on  this  subject 
Barbat  v.  Allen,  21  L.  J.,  Ex.  155,  where  the  subject  underwent  considerable 
discussion,  and  it  would  seem  that  in  ordinary  cases,  if  no  objection  be  made, 
the  evidence  ought  to  be  received  *,  but  if  the  objection  be  once  made,  it  is  i 
purely  discretionary  with  the  judge  whether  he  will  allow  it  to  be  withdrawn. 
The  parties  cannot,  it  has  also  been  said,  by  priyate  stipulation  bind  a  court  of 
justice  not  to  call  for  that  proof  which  law  has  rendered  necessary.  They  can- 
not make  proof  of  the  policy  suflEicient,  where  the  stat.  19  Geo.  II.,  c.  37,  pro- 
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A  party  who  is  dissatisfied  with  the  decision  of  the  court  in  point 
of  law  may  either  tender  a  bill  of  exceptions,  or,  which  is  the  more 
modern  practice,  may  afterwards  move  for  a  new  trial. 

A  bill  of  exceptions  is  founded  upon  some  objection  to  the  direc- 
tion of  the  judge  at  nisi  prius^  or  the  court  upon  a  trial  at  bar'  to 
the  jury,  or  their  decision  as  to  *the  admissibility  of  evidence,* 
»-        -I   or  the  competency  of  witnesses,*  or  improperly  allowing  or 

hibits  the  recovery  without  further  proof  than  the  policy  :  Hodgson  ^.  Glover^ 
6  East  321.  Yet  it  is  difficult  to  say  that  a  party  in  a  civil  controversy,  who 
may  waive  the  proof  by  omitting  to  deny  an  allegation,  may  not  dispense  with 
proof  at  the  trial. 

'  Rowe  V.  Benton^  3  M.  &  R.  (17  E.  C.  L.  R.)  206. 

"  Thurston  v.  Slatfordy  Salk.  284.  If  the  contention  be  whether  the  facts 
proved,  tend  to  prove  the  issue,  the  party  objecting  ought  to  demur  to  the  evi- 
dence :  Bulkdy  v.  Butler,  2  B.  &  C.  (9  E.  C.  L.  R.)  445. 

*  Bent  V.  Baker ^  3  T.  R.  27.  For  improperly  directing  a  nonsuit :  Sirother  v. 
Hutchinson,  4  Ring.  N.  C.  (33  E.  C.  L.  R.)  83  ;  Cor^ar  v.  Reed,  21  L.  J.,  Q.  B. 
18  ;  post,  p.  807,  note  (a;).  So,  if  the  judge  tell  the  jury  thatthere  is  evidence 
when  there  is  none :  Bulkely  v.  Butler,  2  B.  &  C.  (9  E.  C.  L.  R.)  445.  Where 
the  reception  of  evidence  depends  upon  some  fact  which  is  disputed,  and  of 
which  the  Court  and  not  the  jury  is  the  proper  judge,  it  may  be  very  doubtful 
whether  the  decision  of  the  judge  can  afterwards  be  brought  in  question  by 
means  of  a  bill  of  exceptions  -,  for  this  would  be  to  constitute  the  Court  of  Error 
a  court  for  deciding,  not  upon  the  law,  but  upon  the  fact,  and  that,  too,  in  a  case 
which  might  depend  altogether  on  a  balancing  of  the  credit  due  to  conflicting 
testimony.  In  Bell  v.  The  Hull  and  Selby  Railway  Co.,  6  M.  &  W.  699  (1840), 
one  of  the  questions  was,  whether  the  judge  at  nisi priushtA  properly  rejected 
a  witness  tendered  for  the  defendants  on  the  ground  of  interest,  the  witness 
having  stated  that  he  had  been  a  shareholder,  but  that  he  had  a  few  days  before 
assigned  his  shares  to  the  treasurer  of  the  Company  in  order  to  qualify  himself 
to  be  a  witness,  that  he  conceived  himself  to  have  transferred  his  interest,  and 
that  he  had  to  rely  only  on  the  honor  of  the  transferee  for  a  re-transfer,  but 
that  in  case  of  refusal  he  should  apply  to  a  Court  of  Equity  for  redress.  The 
judge  had  rejected  the  witness  on  the  ground  that  the  transaction  was  merely 
collusive.  For  the  plaintiff,  it  was  contended  (inter  alia)  that  the  question, 
whether  the  transaction  was  collusive  or  not,  was  one  of  fact  for  the  judge  at 
nisi  prius,  and  that  his  decision  could  not  be  questioned  in  banc,  any  more 
than  if  the  question  had  been  raised  upon  a  bill  of  exceptions  tendered.  But 
the  Court  intimated  that  the  decision  of  the  judge  might  be  questioned  on  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  although  not  upon  a  bill  of  exceptions  tendered ;  and 
see  Wright  v.  Doe  dem.  Tatham,  7  Ad.  &  £1.  (34  £.  C.  L.  R.)  356;  and  the  ob- 
servations. Ibid.,  of  Tindal,  C  J.,  on  the  case  of  The  Bishop  of  Meath  v.  The 
Marquis  of  Winchester,  3  Ring.  N.  C.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  183;  Doe  dem.  J^orton 
V.  Webster,  12  A.  &  E.  (40  £.  C.  L.  R.)  442.  On  a  bill  of  exceptions  the  ques- 
tion of  fact  always  goes  tp  the  jury :  Miller  y,  Warre,  1  C.  &  P.  (12  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
239. 
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refusing  a  challenge  of  the  jury,'  or  refusing  a  demurrer  to  evi- 
dence/ The  *8tat.  13  Edw.  I.  s.  81,  enacts  that  "  when  one/  ^  -^ 
that  is  impleaded'  before  any  of  the  justices,  doth  allege  an  exception, 
praying  that  the  justices  will  allow  it,  which  if  they  will  not  allow,  if 
he  that  hath  alleged  the  question  do  write  the  same  exception,  and 
require  that  the  justices  will  put  their  seals  for  a  witness,  the  justices 
shall  do  so ;  and  if  one  will  not  another  of  the  company  shall  ;*  and 
if  *the  king,  upon  complaint  made  of  the  justices,  cause  the 
record  to  come  before  him,  and  the  same  exception  be  not  ^  -^ 
found  in  the  roll,  and  the  party  show  the  exception  written,  with 

•  Strother  v.  Hutchinson^  4  Bing.  N.  C.  (33  E.  C.  L.  R.)  83. 

*  Cort  V.  Bishop  of  SL  David's,  Cro.  Car.  341 ;  Gibson  v.  Hunter,  2  H.  Bl.  208  ; 
Strother  v.  Hutchinson,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  (33  E.  C.  L.  R.)  90. 

y  The  statute  extends  to  a  plaintiff  as  well  as  a  defendant :  2  Inst.  427. 

'  The  words  are,  si  aliquis  impladtetur  ;  hence  it  has  been  said  that  does  not 
apply  in  a  eriminal  case :  Sir  H.  Vane's  case,  1  Keb.  384 ;  1  Lev.  68 ;  B.  v. 
Broughton,  Str.  1229 ;  Lord  Grey's  case,  1  Yern.  Gh.  Cases  175.  It  does  not 
lie  on  an  indictment  for  treason  or  felony :  2  Haw.  c.  46,  s.  210 ;  Sir  H  Vane's 
case,  1  Keb.  324. 

But  it  has  been  allowed  on  an  indictment  for  trespass :  B,  v.  Lord  Paget,  1 
Leon.  5.  And  also  on  an  information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto :  B,  v. 
Higgins,  1  Ventr.  366  j  sic  B,  v.  Nutt,  1  Barn.  307.  It  does  not  lie  before  jus- 
tices on  the  trial  of  an  appeal :  B,  v.  Inhabitants  of  Preston,  2  Str.  1040.  Nor 
in  any  case  where  a  writ  of  error  does  not  lie  *.  B.  N.  P.  316.  The  stat.  extends 
to  a  trial  at  bar,  as  well  as  to  one  at  nisi  prius :  Thurston  v.  Slatford,  3  Salk 
155  J  Davis  v.  Lowndes,  I  M.  k  G.  (39  E.  C.  L.  R.)  473  ;  contra,  B.  v.  Smith, 
2  Show.  287. 

Lord  Coktf  says,  the  statute  extends  to  all  actions  real,  personal  and  mixed,  but 
makes  no  mention  of  criminal  cases.  Lord  Hardwicke  considered  this  to  be  a 
point  not  then  settled  :  B.  v.  Inhabitants  of  Preston,  supra.  He  said,  a  bill  of 
exceptions  had  been  allowed  in  informations  in  the  Exchequer,  which  are  civil 
suits  for  the  King^s  debt ;  but  that  it  had  never  been  determined  to  lie  in  mere 
criminal  proceedings,  Ibid. ;  and  see  B,  v.  Stration  and  others,  HowelFs  St.  Tr. 
vol.  21,  p.  1045.  It  has  been  held  that  it  does  not  lie  on  the  trial  of  a  feigned 
issue  out  of  Chancery  :  BuUen  v.  Michel,  2  Price  416,  Wood,  B.,  dissentiente  ; 
Armstrong  v.  Lewis,  3  M.  &  K.  52 ;  or  a  feigned  issue  under  the  Tithe  Commu- 
tation Act :  Thorpe  v.  Plowden,  2  Ex.  387.  Nor  does  it  lie  on  an  interpleader 
issue :  King  v.  Simmonds,  7  Q.  B.  (53  E.  C.  L.  R.)  289 ;  Snook  v.  Mattock,  5 
Ad.  &  E.  (31  £.  C.  L.  R.)  239.  It  is  much  doubted  whether  it  lies  on  a  writ  of 
inquiry :  Price  v.  Green,  16  M.  &  W.  346.  But  it  lies  on  the  direction  of  a 
sheriff  to  a  jury  in  the  county  court:  Strother  v.  Hutchinson,  4  Bing.  N.  C. 
(33  E.  C.  L.  R.)  83  ;  and  on  an  issue"  out  of  the  Admiralty  Court :  3  &  4  Vict, 
c.  65,  s.  15. 

*  It  must  be  sealed  by  the  judge  who  tried  the  cause :  Newton  v.  Boodle,  3 
C.  B.  (54  £.  C.  L.  R.)  795;  or  by  one  in  the  commission  ;  no  other  can  do 
80,  even  by  consent :  Nind  v.  Arthur,  C.  P.  1  Chitty's  Stats,  by  Welsby,  p. 
307. 
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the  seal  of  the  justice  affixed,  the  justice  shall  be  commanded  that 
he  appear  at  a  certain  day  to  confess  or  deny  his  seal,  and  if 
the  justice  cannot  deny  his  seal,  judgment  shall  be  given  accord- 
ing to  the  exception,  as  it  may  be  allowed  or  disallowed."  If 
the  judge  admit  the  matter  to  be  evidence,  but  not  conclusive,  where 
in  point  of  law  it  is  conclusive,  the  course  is  to  demur  to  the 
evidence,^  because  (as  it  is  said),  although  the  evidence  be  conclusive, 
the  jury  might  formerly  hazard  an  attaint  if  they  pleased  ;**  as  where 
the  judge  leaves  it  to  the  jury  whether  the  prt)bate  of  a  will  be  evi- 
dence to  prove  the  bequest  of  a  term  for  years.^  The  statute  is 
silent  as  to  the  time  of  tendering  the  bill,  but  it  has  been  held,  on 
reason  and  principle,  that  it  must  be  done  at  the  trial,  for  the  party 
may  have  misled  his  adversary  by  not  insisting  on  the  objection  at 
the  time  ;*  if  he  stood  upon  his  exception  the  adversary  might  have 
had  more  evidence,  and  need  not  have  put  his  cause  upon  that  point. 
It  need  not,  however,  be  put  in  form  then,  although  the  substance  of 
it  *ought  to  be  put  into  writing,  since  it  is  to  become  a 
L        -■   record.' 

If  the  bill  be  annexed  to  the  record,  it  begins  with  the  proceed- 
ings after  issue  joined,  and  proceeds  to  state  the  circumstances  upon 
which  it  is  founded :  that  a  particular  witness  was  called  to  prove 
certain  facts,  or  evidence  offered  to  prove  such  facts,'  or  challenge 

^  See  Demurrer  to  Evidenoe,  infra,  p.  797. 
«  See  Tidd,  Pr.  863,  9th  edit 

*  Chichester  v.  FhiUips,  T.  Raym.  405 ;  T.  Jon.  146. 

*  Wright  v.  Sharpe,  1  Salk.  288.  Where  the  exceptions  were  placed  upon  the 
record  after  the  finding  of  the  jury,  the  Court  of  Error  could  not  give  judgment 
thereon :  Armstrong  v.  Lewis,  2  G.  &  M.  275.  Where  they  erroneously  appeared 
to  have  been  taken  after  verdict,  the  Court  of  Error  amended  the  record  in  this 
respect:  Cully  v.  Taylerson,  11  A.  &  E.  (39  E.  C.  L.  R.)  1008;  and  a  party  is 
entitled  to  a  reasonable  time,  to  seal  his  bill  of  exceptions  and  sue  out  his  writ 
of  error;  therefore  where  the  plaintiff  had  signed  judgment  in  such  a  case,  the 
court  would  not  compel  the  defendant  to  enter  upon  the  record  that  the  bill  was 
sealed  after  judgment  signed  :  B,  v.  Rowley,  2  D.  N.  S.  335. 

'  Per  Holt,  C.  J.,  1  Salk.  288 ;  Tidd,  Pr.  863,  9th  edit. 

<  It  should  contain  so  much  of  the  evidence  as  is  necessary  to  make  the 
exceptions  intelligible  to  the  Court  of  Error,  and  to  furnish  grounds  for  the 
allowance  or  disallowance  of  the  exception :  Davies  v.  Lowndes,  1  Scott  N.  R. 
328.  And  where  part  of  a  lease  was  inserted  amongst  the  evidence  by  way  of 
extract,  the  House  of  Lords  held  that  no  other  part  of  the  lease  could  be 
referred  to :  Oalway  v.  Baker,  5  CI.  &  F.  157,  App.  Where  the  object  for 
which  evidence  is  offered,  but  rejected,  is  obvious,  and  must  have  been  under- 
stood by  the  judge  and  the  jury,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  object  should  be 
specially  stated :  Doe  v.  Earl  of  Jersey,  3  B.  &  C.  (10  £.  C.  L.  R.)  870.    In  the 
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made,  or  demurrer  ^tendered  ;  the  allegations  of  counsel  on 
the  admissibility  or  effect  of  evidence ;   the  opinion  of  the   *-        ^ 
court  or  judge,^  and  the  exception  of  counsel  to  that  opinion,  and 
the  verdict  of  the  jury.*    Where  the  bill  is  not  annexed  to  the  record, 
it  is  necessary  to  set  out  the  whole  of  the  proceedings  previous  to 

case  of  Bulkdy  and  others  v.  Butler,  in  error,  2  B.  &  G.  (9  E.  C.  L.  R.)  434, 
where  the  question  on  which  a  bill  of  exceptions  was  tendered  was,  whether 
there  was  suflEicient  evidenoe  that  the  bill  on  which  the  action  was  brought  was 
endorsed  by  E,  S.,  the  payee,  the  record,  when  brought  into  the  Court  of  K.  B., 
after  setting  out  the  pleadings  and  continuances,  stated  that  on  a  certain  day 
the  cause  came  on  to  be  tried  ;  that  one  W,  B.  was  produced  and  examined  as 
a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  and  stated  that,  &o. ;  on  cross-examination  he  stated 
that,  &c.  (see  the  evidence,  tit.  Bill  or  Exchanob]  ;  and  then,  upon  no  other 
evidence  being  adduced  of  the  person  calling  himself  E,  S.  being  the  payee  of 
the  said  bill  in  the  declaration  mejitioned,  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  objected 
to  the  evidence  so  given  as  aforesaid  by  the  said  plaintiff  in  support  of  the  said 
issue  joined  between  the  said  parties,  and  that  there  was  no  proof  to  go  to  the 
jury  of  the  identity  of  the  said  person  calling  himself  C,  S.  with  the  said  E, 
8.,  the  payee  of  the  said  bill ;  and  then  and  there  prayed  the  said  Chief  Justice 
that  he  would  declare  to  the  jury  that  there  was  no  evidence  before  them  of 
the  endorsement  of  the  said  bill  of  exchange  by  the  payee  before  mentioned ; 
yet  the  said  Chief  Justice  did  then  and  there  declare  and  deliver  his  opinion 
to  the  jury  aforesaid,  that  although  in  law  there  should  be  some  proof  of  the 
identity  of  the  person  making  the  endorsement,  still  it  ought  not  to  be  so  rigidly 
followed  up  as  to  clog  the  negotiability  of  bills  of  exchange ;  and  the  said  Chief 
Justice  did  further  deliver  his  opinion,  that  the  said  evidence  above  set  forth 
was  reasonable  evidence  to  be  left  to  the  jury,  whether  the  said  endorsement 
was  the  endorsement,  &c. ;  and  thereupon,  with  that  direction,  left  the  same  to 
the  jury,  who  declared  themselves  to  be  satisfied  of  the  identity  of  the  said  E. 
8,;  concluding  in  the  usual  form.    Holroyd,  J.,  in  giving  judgment,  observed, 
the  real  question  was,  "  whether  this  evidence  was  or  was  not  admissible,  either 
as  containing  the  declarations  of  persons  not  called  as  witnesses,  or  as  having 
no  tendency  to  prove  the  matters  in  issue.    If  the  objection  was  known  d  priori, 
it  should  have  been  made  before  the  evidence  was  given ;  but  if  it  was  not  dis- 
covered till  afterwards,  then  the  judge  should  have  been  requested  to  strike  the 
evidence  out  of  his  notes  ;  and  if  after  that  he  persevered  in  summing  it  up  to 
the  jury,  that  would  have  been  a  good  ground  for  tendering  a  bill  of  exceptions; 
but  if,  as  appears  to  me  to  have  been  the  case,  the  contention  was  whether, 
admitting  the  facts  deposed  to,  they  tended  to  prove  the  issue,  there  should  have 
been  a  demurrer  to  the  evidence.''     The  judgment  was  affirmed. 

^  It  is  not  enough  to  state  in  the  bill  that  the  judge  declined  to  direct  the 
jury  in  the  way  suggested,  without  showing  what  his  direction  actually  was: 
iP Alpine  v.  Mangnall,  3  C.  B.  (54  E.  C.  L.  R.)  496. 

'  Matters  preliminary  to  their  verdict,  and  which  they  were  not  bound  by  law 
to  find,  cannot  be  introduced  together  with  the  verdict,  although  found  by  them 
together  therewith :  Davies  v.  Lowndes,  1  M.  &  G.  (39  £.  C.  L.  R.)  473  *,  Tidd, 
Pr.  862,  9th  ed. ;  EickeU  v.  Mono/,  B.  N.  P.  317 ;  Fahrigas  v.  Mosfyn,  11  St.  Tr. 
187 ;  Monesf  v.  Leach,  3  Burr.  1692  and  1742. 
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the  trial.^  If  the  bill  be  sealed,  both  parties  are  bound  by  it,  and 
cannot  aver  the  contrary,  or  supply  an  omission  in  it.^ 

The  judge  either  sets  his  seal  to  the  exceptions,  or  refuses  to 
do  so  because  the  bill  contains  matters  which  are  not  true.'^  On 
r^noQ-]  refusal^  the  party  may  have  a  writ  '"founded  on  the  statute, 
containing  a  surmise  of  an  exception  taken  and  overruled 
and  commanding  the  justices,  that  if  it  be  so,  they  put  their  seals  to 
the  bill/  If  they  return  quod  non  ita  est^  an  action  lies  for  a  false 
return,  in  which  the  surmise  may  be  tried ;  and  if  it  be  true,  the 
plaintiff  recovers  damages,  and  a  peremptory  writ  issues.® 

The  bill  of  exceptions,  when  sealed,  is  not  used  until  judgment  has 
been  signed,  and  a  writ  of  error  brought  to  remove  the  proceeding 
into  the  court  above,^  for  the  proceeding  is  in  the  nature  of  an  ap- 
peal.**  On  the  return  of  the  writ  of  error,  the  judge  being  called  on 
by  the  court,  either  confesses  or  denies  his  seal ;  if  he  confess  it,  the 
proceedings  are  entered  of  record,  and  the  other  party  assigns  error; 
if  he  denies  his  seal,  the  plaintiff  may  take  issue  upon  it,  and  prove 
it  by  witnesses.' 

The  court  will  not  grant  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  where  a  bill  of 
exceptions  has  been  tendered,  unless  the  bill  of  exceptions  be  aban- 
doned.* It  seems  to  be  otherwise  where  the  new  trial  is  applied  for 
upon  another  point,  and  that  point  could  not  have  been  included  in 
the  bill  of  exceptions.*  And  a  bill  of  exceptions  is  waived  by  bring- 
ing a  writ  of  error  before  the  judge's  signature  has  been  obtained, 
and  the  party  will  then  be  precluded  from  appending  the  bill  to  the 
r*79''l  ^"*  ^^  error."  Where  the  *objection  is  to  the  reception  of 
evidence  as  inadmissible,  the  party  ought,  if  aware  of  the  ob- 

^  B.  N.  P.  317. 

■  Bridgman  y.  Holt,  Show.  Pari.  C.  120 ;  Lord  IHmUstoum  v.  JTemmu,  9  CI. 
&  F.  749. 

»  BHdgman  v.  ffolt,  Show.  Pari.  C.  120. 

»  2  Inst.  427 ;  B.  N.  P.  316;  Laiolor  v.  Murray,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  75 ;  Registrum 
Brev.  182. 

«  2  Inrt.  427  j  Tidd,  Pr.  864,  9th  ed. 

»  Davenport  v.  Tyrrell,  1  Bl.  R.  679  j  ^pnmers  v.  Begem,  Cowp.  501 ;  3  Bl.  Com. 
372 :  see  Enfield  v.  HiUb,  2  Lev.  236. 

1  3  Bl.  Com.  372. 

'  2  Inst.  428. 

•  Doe  d.  Boberts  v.  Boberis,  2  Chitty's  R.  272. 

•  Orotiy  v.  Price,  15  Q.  B.  (69  E.  C.  L.  R.)  1003 ;  Adams  v.  Andrews,  Ibid. 
lOOl. 

•  Dillon  v.  Parker,  1  Bing.  (8  E.  C.  L.  R.)  17.  But  where  a  bill  of  exoeptions 
had  been  sent  to  the  plaintiff,  that  he  might  agree  to  it  or  suggest  alterations 
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jection,  to  object  to  its  reception;  if  not  apprised  previously,  he 
ought,  after  it  has  been  received,  to  request  the  judge  to  strike  it  out 
of  his  notes,  and  if  the  judge  persist  in  retaining  it  and  stating  it  to 
the  jury,  the  proper  course  is  to  tender  a  bill  of  exceptions ;  but  if 
the  contention  is,  whether  the  evidence,  being  admissible,  tends  to 
prove  the  issue,  the  proper  course  is  to  demur  to  the  evidence.* 

The  Court  of  Error  may  look  into  the  whole  of  the  matters  set 
out  on  record,  to  enable  them  to  pronounce  their  judgment;^  and 
if  they  see  that  there  was  a  misdirection  calculated  to  mislead  the 
jury  in  their  verdict,  they  have  no  discretion,  but  must  allow  the 
exception  and  direct  a  new  trial,  even  although  the  verdict  be 
right/ 

A  party  who  admits  the  facts  which  the  adverse  evidence  tends  to 
prove,  but  desires  to  withdraw  the  application  of  the  law  of  those 
facts  from  the  jury,  and  to  submit  them  for  that  purpose  to  the  court 
above,  is  at  liberty  to  do  so  by  his  demurrer  to  the  evidence.*  But 
his  demurrer  cannot  be  allowed,  unless  he  admit  upon  the  record  the 
truth  of  the  facts  which  the  evidence  of  his  adversary,  though  it  be 
but  presumptive  or  circumstantial,  tends  to  prove.*'  For  though  he 
has  a  right  to  submit  the  legal  *eflFect  of  the  facts  to  the  r*YQQ-i 
judgment  of  the  court,  yet,  as  the  jury  are  the  proper  judges 
of  matters  of  fact,  the  evidence  must  either  be  submitted  to  the  jury, 
or  the  facts  themselves  which  the  evidence  conduces  to  prove  must  be 

before  being  signed  by  the  judge,  and  on  the  same  day  the  defendant  sued  out 
a  writ  of  error,  it  was  held,  that  notwithstanding  this  the  plaintiff  was 
bound  to  express  his  assent  or  dissent,  and  return  it :  Wtlians  t.  Taylor,  6  Bing. 
(19  E.  0.  L.  R.)  512  ;  and  the  bill  of  exceptions  not  having  been  ready 
when  the  writ  of  error  was  returned,  the  court,  under  the  circumstances,  or- 
dered it  to  be  tacked  to  the  record  :  Taylor  v.  Willajis,  2  B.  &  Ad.  (22  E.  0.  L. 
R.)  846. 

»  Bulkehf  V.  BuOer,  2  B.  &  C.  (9  E.  C.  L.  R.)  434  ;  supra,  p.  794. 

'  Vines  v.  The  Corporation  of  Reading,  1  Y.  &  J.  4 ;  Smith  v.  Latham,  1  C« 
&  M.  568.  If  the  court  decided  in  favor  of  the  objection,  they  would  either 
award  a  venire  de  novo  or  reverse  the  judgment,  but  they  cannot  award  a  venire 
de  novo  to  an  inferior  court :  Strother  v.  Hutchinson,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  (33  E.  0.  L. 
R.)  83. 

■  Househill  Coal  Company  v.  Neilson,  9  CI.  &  F.  788.  This  otherwise  in  case 
of  a  motion  for  a  new  trial :  Ibid. 

*  This  proceeding  is  nearly  obsolete,  no  instance  of  it  having  occurred  in  prac- 
tice for  many  years. 

^  Oibson  V.  Hunter,  2  H.  B.  187  ;  Wright  v.  Pindar,  Alleyn  18  •,  Cocksedge  v. 
Fanshauf,  Doug.  119. 
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admitted/  The  judge,  it  seems,  may  overrule  the  demurrer  if  he 
think  proper,  and  leave  the  case  to  the  jury/ 

And  if  in  the  case  of  an  information  or  any  other  suit,  where  the 
King  is  a  party,  evidence  be  given  for  the  Eling,  it  is  said  that  the 
King's  counsel  cannot  be  compelled  to  join  in  a  demurrer  to  the  evi- 
dence, but  that  in  such  a  case,  the  court  ought  to  direct  the  jury  to 
find  the  special  matter/ 

Where  the  demurrer  is  allowed,  the  usual  course  is  for  the  court  to 
give  order  to  the  associate  to  take  a  note  of  the  evidence,  which  is 
signed  by  counsel,  and  affixed  to  the  posteaJ  But  if  the  court  over- 
ruled the  demurrer  improperly,  the  party  may  tender  a  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions/ 

A  demurrer  to  evidence  lies  in  an  inferior  court/ 

The  ancient  practice  of  tendering  bills  of  exceptions,  or  demurring 
to  the  evidence,*  has  in  a  great  measure  been  superseded  by  the  more 
modern*  practice  of  moving  *the  court  for  a  new  trial ;  in 
L  J  the  ji^ranting  or  refusing  of  which  the  courts  exercise  a  dis- 
cretionary power  according  to  the  exigency  of  the  case,  upon  princi- 
ples of  substantial  justice  and  equity/ 

^  Ibid. ;  and  see  Bak^'^s  case,  5  Go.  103  ;  B.  N.  P.  314.  But  on  a  demarrer 
to  evidence,  the  court  may  draw  the  same  inference  as  a  jury  would  have  drawn : 
Tathck  V.  Harris,  3  T.  R.  174 ;  Vere  v.  Lewis,  3  T.  R.  182.  No  objection  can 
be  taken  to  the  pleadings  :  Cort  v.  Birkbeck,  Doug.  218. 

*  Wbrsl^  V.  Filisker,  2  Roll.  R.  119. 

*  Baker's  ease,  6  Co.  104 ;  B.  N.  P.  313. 

'  B.  N.  P.  313.  The  damages  may  be  assessed  conditionally  ;  or,  if  neces- 
sary, a  writ  of  inquiry  may  be  executed  after  the  court  has  given  judgment: 
B.  N.  P.  314;  Herbert  v.  Walters,  1  Ld.  Raym.  60;  Newys  v.  Larke,  Plowd. 
408 ;  Darrose  v.  Newbott,  Oro.  Gar.  143  ;  and  MiUer  v.  Warre,  1  G.  &  P.  (12  £. 
G.  L.  R.)  329. 

«  Gibson  v.  Hunter,  2  H.  B.  208,  supra,  p.  797. 

^  As  in  the  Palace  Gourt :  Fitzharris  v.  Boiun,  1  Lev.  87. 

*  Formerly  the  party  had  a  remedy  against  the  jury  by  writ  of  attaint,  but 
this  is  now  abolished. 

^  See  the  observations  of  Lord  Mansfield  in  the  case  of  Bright  v.  Eynon,  1 
Burr.  390,  where  he  observed  that  a  verdict  can  only  be  set  right  by  a  new 
trial,  which  is  no  more  than  having  the  cause  more  deliberately  considered  by 
another  jury,  when  there  is  a  reasonable  doubt,  or  rather  a  certainty,  that 
justice  has  not  been  done ;  and  see  the  judgment  of  Wood,  B.,  in  Stevens  v. 
Aldridge,  5  Price  352. 

^  The  rules  by  which  the  courts  will  be  guided  in  granting  new  trials  have 
become  much  more  perfectly  defined  in  modern  times.  In  Hughes  ▼.  Hughes, 
15  M.  &  W.  701,  Alderson,  B.,  said,  that  the  court  now  regulates  its  discretion, 
as  nearly  as  possible,  by  the  rules  applicable  to  bills  of  exceptions. 
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The  two  principal  grounds  for  this  motion,  with  reference  to  the 
present  subject,  are, 

1st.  Some  misdirection  or  misruling  on  the  part  of  the  judge ;  or, 

2dly.  Errbr  or  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  jury. 

First,  a  new  trial  will  be  granted  where  the  judge  has  misdirected 
the  jury  upon  a  matter  of  law ;  as  where  he  states  to  the  jury  that 
the  evidence  does  not  prove  an  alleged  custom,  when  the  testimony 
of  the  witnesses,  if  believed,  does  prove  the  custom." 

*So,  if  the  judge  reject  evidence  which  ought  to  have  been 
admitted,  or  admit  that  which  ought  to  have  been  rejected.''    ^        -I 

Formerly,  the  courts  would  not  grant  a  new  trial  on  the  ground 
of  the  reception  of  improper  evidence,  where  there  was  sufficient 
evidence  without  it  to  warrant  the  verdict.*^     But  it  has  since  been 

"  How  V.  Strode,  2  Wils.  269 ;  2  Salk.  649.  So,  if  that  be  left  to  the  jury,  as 
an  award  by  oommissionerB  having  jurisdiction,  which  is  in  fact  evidence 
founded  on  the  conduct  or  demeanor  of  the  parties,  and  not  an  award  or 
adjudication,  the  court  will  grant  a  new  trial :  Jarrett  v.  Leonard,  2  M.  &  S. 
265.  The  court  granted  a  new  trial  in  a  toll  cause,  where  the  judge  had  mis- 
directed the  jury  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  term  consuetudines,  in  an  ancient 
charter :  Earl  of  Egremont  v.  Saul,  6  Ad.  k  £11.  (33  E.  0.  L.  R.)  924 ;  and  see 
Elliott  T.  The  South  Devon^Railway  Co.,  2  Ex.  725.  But  it  must  be  a  mis- 
direction as  to  some  matter  of  law  on  which  they  ought  to  act,  therefore  the 
court  refused  to  grant  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection  by  an  under- 
sheriff  in  telling  the  jury,  on  a  writ  of  inquiry  in  an  action  of  slander,  that 
any  amount  of  damages  would  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  full  costs:  Grater  v.  Col- 
lard,  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  503.  So,  they  have  refused,  where  the  judge  erroneously 
directed  the  jury  that  a  fact  need  not  be  proved,  which  was  by  oversight  sup- 
posed not  to  have  been  proved,  but  which  in  fact  was  proved  by  a  document 
conclusive  on  the  point,  and  admitted  without  objection :  Beastf  v.  Windham,  6 
Q.  B.  (51  £.  C.  L.  R.)  166 ;  and  see  Doe  v.  Penry,  1  Anst.  266. 

"  Thomkins  v.  Hill,  7  Mod.  64.  If,  therefore,  they  siud  justice  had  been 
done,  although  there  had  been  a  misdirection  in  point  of  law,  they  would  not 
set  the  verdict  aside,  nor  di^scuss  the  legal  question :  Edmondson  v.  MacheU,  2 
T.  R.  4.  Nor  will  they  now  interfere  where  the  whole  case  has  been  substan- 
tially left  to  the  jury,  although  a  point  made  at  the  trial,  which  could  have 
been  of  no  avail,  has  been  omitted :  Robiruon  v.  Gleadow,  2  Bing.  N.  0.  (29  iB. 
G.  L.  R.)  156.  Nor  can  particular  expressions  be  objected  to,  if  the  whole  in 
substance  lead  to  a  just  conclusion :  Gascoyne  v.  Smith,  M^Cle.  &  Yo.  338. 

«  Nathan  v.  Buckland,  2  Moore  (4  E.  G.  L.  R.)  153;  Horford  v.  Wilson,  1 
Taunt.  12.  Even,  as  it  seems,  in  a  criminal  case :  E,  v.  BdU,  Russ.  &  Ry.  G. 
G.  R.  132;  Tinkler's  case,  Ibid.;  1  East  P.  G.  354;  B.  v.  Treble,  Russ.  &  Ry.  G. 
G.  R.  166.  Where  the  court  saw  that  there  was  evidence  not  merely  enough  to 
warrant  the  finding  of  the  jury,  independently  of  that  which  was  objected  to 
as  having  been  improperly  received,  but  that  it  greatly  preponderated  in  favor 
of  the  verdict,  the  court  refused  a  new  trial :  Doe  d,  TeyvSham  v.  Tyler,  6  Bing. 
(19  E.  G.  L.  R.)  561. 
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determined,  and  seems  now  to  be  settled,  that  where  evidence  at 
the  trial  is  improperly  received,  and  its  reception  formally  objected 
to,  the  adverse  party  has  a  right  to  a  new  trial  ;^  unless  the  court 
sees  clearly  that  the  improper  evidence  could  not  have  weighed 
with  the  jury,  or  that  a  verdict,  if  given  against  the  party  who  gave 
the  evidence,  would  have  been  set  aside  as  against  evidence.  If,  too, 
evidence  tendered  has  been  improperly  rejected,  a  new  trial  will  be 
granted,  unless,  even  had  it  been  admitted,  a  verdict  for  the  party 
tendering  it  would  have  been  so  clearly  against  the  weight  of  evi- 
dence, that  in  like  manner  it  would  have  been  set  aside  by  the  court."* 
r*«nn  *But  a  new  trial  was  refused  to  be  granted  on  account  of 
■^  the  rejection  of  a  witness  as  incompetent,  who  w^as  really 
competent,  where  the  fact  which  he  was  called  to  prove  was  estab- 
lished by  another  witness,  and  was  not  disputed,  and  the  verdict  was 
given  on  a  collateral  point,  on  which  the  defence  was  rested/  A 
new  trial  would  also  be  refused,  although  evidence  were  rejected  of 
a  fact,  if  it  was  proved  by  other  evidence,  and  admitted  by  the 
opponent." 

On  the  ground  of  misdirection  the  court  will  grant  a  new  trial, 
even  in  a  penal  action  after  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,^  or  although 
the  sum  recovered  should  be  less  than  jC20. 

If  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  however,  at  the  trial  acquiesces  in  the 
ruling  of  the  judge,  and  in  consequence  the  defendant  takes  a  ver- 
dict without  entering  into  his  case,  the  plaintiff  cannot  afterwards 

P  De  Rutzen  v.  Farr,  4  Ad.  &  Ell.  (31  E.  C.  L.  R.)  53 ;  Wright  v.  Tatham,  7 
Ad.  &  Ell.  (34  E.  C.  L.  R.)  330. 

'  Crease  v.  Barrett^  1  C,  M.  &  R.  919.  This  decision  was  recognised  in  Doe 
dem,  Welsh  v.  Langfield,  16  M.  &  W.  497,  where,  becaase  the  eridence  wrongly 
rejected  would  not  have  advanced  the  case  of  the  party  applying,  other  and 
stronger  evidence  of  the  same  fact  having  been  received  which  rendered  that 
rejected  immaterial,  a  new  trial  was  refused ;  and  see  De  Rutzen  v.  Farr,  and 
Wright  V.  Taiham^  supra,  p.  800. 

'  Edwards  v.  Evans,  3  East  451.  If,  too,  in  any  of  these  cases,  whether  of 
misdirection,  or  improper  reception  or  rejection  of  evidence,  the  party  showing 
cause  will  concede  the  particular  matter  or  question  to  which  the  direction  or 
evidence  applies,  the  other  party  is  not  entitled  to  a  new  trial :  Moore  y.  Tuck- 
toell,  1  C.  B.  (50  £.  C.  L.  R.)  607.  Thus,  where  there  were  several  issues,  one 
of  them  on  a  plea  of  liberum  tenementum,  and  the  judge  improperly  rejected 
evidence  applicable  to  that  issue  only,  the  court,  after  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 
ant on  several  other  issues,  discharged  a  rule  for  a  new  trial  without  costs  to 
either  party,  on  his  consenting  to  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  that  issue : 
Hughes  v.  Hughes,  15  M.  &  W.  701. 

■  Mortimer  v.  MCaUan,  6  M.  &  W.  58 ;  supra,  note  (q), 

*  WUsoa  V.  Rastall,  4  T.  R.  753 ;  Calcra/t  v.  Oibbs,  5  T.  R.  19. 
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move  for  a  new  trial  on  the  groand  of  misdirection."^  And  it  rarely 
happens  that  the  court  will  grant  a  new  trial  upon  a  point  of  law 
which  has  not  *been  taken  at  the  trial  ;*  and  in  no  case  p^o/vo-i 
where  the  objection,  if  taken,  might  have  been  removed  by  •-  -^ 
evidence.^  The  court  has  refused  to  grant  a  new  trial,  to  let  the 
party  into  a  defence  of  which  he  was  apprised  at  the  trial  ;*  as  to 
give  the  defendant  an  opportunity  of  proving  by  way  of  defence  the 
illegality  of  a  policy  of  insurance/ .  But  where  the  defendant  in  an 
action  on  a  policy  failed  to  prove  a  breach  of  the  Convoy  Act, 
through  the  mistake  of  a  witness  who  had  failed  in  producing  the 
necessary  document  from  the  Admiralty,  the  court  granted  a  new 
trial  after  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  merits.^ 

Secondly,  a  new  trial  will  be  granted  for  error  or  misconduct  of 
the  jury.**  The  courts,  however,  do  not  interfere  *for  the  pJ,JO/^Q-l 
purpose  of  granting  new  trials,  but  in  order  to  remedy  some   ^        -* 

"*  Robinson  v.  Cook^  6  Taunt  (1  E.  G.  L.  R.)  336  ;  and  see  MorrUh^.  Murrey^ 
13  M.  &  W.  52. 

'  Ritchie  v.  Bousfidd,  7  Taunt.  (2  £.  0.  L.  R.)  309.  As  that  the  evidenoe  was 
not  applicable  to  the  particular  thing  it  was  tendered  to  prove,  but  to  something 
else :  Ferrand  v.  Milligan,  7  Q.  B.  (53  E.  C.  L.  R.)  730.  Where  no  objection 
was  made  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence  until  the  judge  commenced  summing 
up,  the  court  af^rwards  refused  a  new  trial  on  that  ground :  Abbott  v.  Parsons^ 
7  Ring.  (20  E.  C.  L.  R.)  563;  and  see  Coxn.  Kitchen,  1  B.  &  P.  338,  where  the 
court  refused  to  set  aside  a  verdict  on  a  point  of  law  not  taken  at  the  trial, 
where  the  justice  and  conscience  of  the  case  were  with  the  verdict.  If  the 
judge's  note  does  not  show  that  the  point  was  taken  at  the  trial,  the  court 
will  not  allow  it  to  be  raised  before  them :  Doe  o.  Benjamin,  9  Ad.  &  E. 
(36  E.  0.  L.  R.)  649;  therefore  counsel  ought  to  make  a  formal  tender  of  the 
evidence,  and  request  the  judge  to  take  a  note  of  it :  Qibba  v.  Pike,  9  M.  &  W. 
351. 

y  Mcakin  V.  Vicherstaff,  3  B.  &  Aid.  (5  E.  C.  L.  R.)  89. 

'  Vernon  v.  Harikey,  2  T.  R.  113.  But  where,  after  a  witness  had  been  a  short 
time  under  examination,  the  judge  expressed  an  opinion  that  the  action  could 
not  be  supported,  and  the  plaintiff  was  nonsuited,  a  new  trial  was  granted  on 
the  affidavit  of  the  witness,  to  the  effect  that  if  not  stopped  he  could  have  proved 
the  plaintiff's  case :  Edger  v.  Knapp,  5  M.  &  0.  (44  E.  C.  L.  R.)  753. 

•  Gist  V.  Mason,  1  T.  R.  84. 

^  D'AguUar  v.  Tobin,  2  Marsh.  (4  E.  G.  L.  R.)  265. 

*  As  if  the  jury  misapprehended  the  law :  Gregory  v.  Tuffs,  1  C,  M.  &  R.  310. 
So  where  the  verdict  is  in  contravention  of  the  law,  from  a  desire  in  the  jury  to 
take  the  exposition  of  the  law  into  their  own  hands :  Attomey-GeneraiL  v.  Rogers, 
11  M.  &  W.  670.  So  in  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  against  fire,  one  of 
the  conditions  was  a  forfeiture  of  all  benefit  in  case  of  fraud  or  false  swearing 
as  to  the  amount  of  loss  claimed ;  the  plaintiff  claimed,  and  made  an  affidavit  of 
damage  to  the  extent  of  1085L,  and  having  sued  for  the  amount,  the  jury,  upon 
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manifest  abuse,  or  to  correct  some  manifest  error  in  law  or  fact."^ 
Where  there  is  a  contrariety  of  evidence  the  court  will  not  grant  a 
new  trial,  unless  it  clearly  appear  that  the  jury  have  drawn  an  erro- 
neous conclusion,  even  although  there  are  circumstances  in  the  case 
pregnant  with  suspicion,  and  which  lead  to  a  contrary  conclusion,  or 
although  the  verdict  be  contrary  to  the  opinion  and  direction  of  the 
judge  who  tried  the  cause/ 

r*8041       *Where  the  plaintiff  i^  in  conscience  entitled  to  recover,  the 
courts  will  not  grant  a  new  trial  where  he  has  obtained  a 

very  suspicious  oircnm stances  of  fraud,  gave  only  500/. ;  the  court,  at  the  in- 
stance of  the  defendants,  granted  a  new  trial :  Levy  v.  BaUlie^  7  Bing.  (20  £.  C. 
L.  R.)  349. 

^  Where  the  conclusion  of  the  jury  is  a  reasonable  inference  from  the  evidence, 
the  court  will  not  disturb  the  verdict,  even  in  a  criminal  case :  per  Abbott,  C.  J., 
R,  V.  Burdettj  4  B.  &  Aid.  (6  £.  0.  L.  R.)  167.  In  general,  the  courts  will  not 
grant  a  new  trial  in  case  of  a  verdict  against  evidence,  where  the  verdict  is  on  the 
honest  side  of  the  cause :  per  Bathurst,  J.,  in  Ooslin  v.  Wilcock,  2  Wils.  306  ; 
and  he  cited  Smith  v.  Page,  2  Salk.  644,  as  a  strong  case  to  that  effect.  The 
plaintiff  in  ejectment  had  no  legal  title,  but  the  court  refused  to  set  aside  a 
verdict  found  for  him,  he  having  -  an  equitable  right  If  the  verdict  be  mani- 
festly against  the  justice  of  the  case  and  the  judge's  direction,  the  Court  will 
grant  a  new  trial  without  costs,  though  the  damages  be  under  20Z. ;  per  Buller, 
J.,  in  Jackson  v.  Duckaire,  3  T.  R.  553.  Where  the  jury  found  a  verdict  with 
208.  damages,  in  a  gross  case  of  slander,  the  Court  refused  a  new  trial :  Ren- 
doll  V.  Haytoard,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  (35  £.  C.  L.  R.)  424.  And  in  general  a  new 
trial  will  not  be  granted  where  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  is  for  a  sum  under 
202. ;  Sowdl  ▼.  Champion,  6  Ad.  &  £11.  (33  £.  C.  L.  R.)  407 ;  although  the  case 
be  stated  to  be  of  importance,  as  relating  to  boundary  jurisdiction.  It  is  ir- 
regular in  a  jury  to  take  with  them,  on  retiring  to  consider  their  verdict,  docu- 
ments without  leave  of  the  Court ;  but  if  the  document  so  taken  be  evidence  on 
both  sides,  the  taking  it  will  not  avoid  the  verdict :  R,  v.  Burdett,  Ld.  Raym. 
148.  Secus,  if  it  be  evidence  on  one  side  only :  Lady  Joyce's  case,  cited  Ibid. ; 
Bro.  Verd.  pi.  19.  It  is  not  enough,  in  order  to  set  aside  a  verdict,  to  show  that 
printed  papers  tending  to  create  prejudice  against  a  party,,  even  in  a  criminal 
ease,  were  circulated  by  strangers :  R,  v.  Burdett,  1  Ld.  Raym.  148. 

•  Moore  v.  Taylor,  1  Ad.  &  £11.  (28  E.  C.  L.  R.)  25 ;  Carstairs  v.  Stein,  4  M. 
&  S.  192.  The  question  was,  whether  a  commission  of  one-half  per  cent,  on  a 
banking  account  was  usurious  j  and  the  jury  decided  that,  under  the  circum- 
stances, it  was  not.  In  like  manner,  where  the  sessions  have  found  as  a  fact  a 
contract  of  hiring  for  a  year,  the  Court  will  not,  if  there  be  any  premises  from 
which  that  conclusion  might  be  drawn,  disturb  that  finding.  Where,  after  the 
original  hiring  for  less  than  a  year,  the  pauper  and  her  mistress  varied  the 
terms,  from  which  it  might  be  inferred  that  they  contemplated  that  there  should 
be  a  continuation  of  the  service  beyond  the  original  period,  the  Court  refused 
to  disturb  the  decision  of  the  sessions :  R,  v.  St,  Andrew  the  ChrecU,  Cambridge, 
8  B.  &  C.  (15  E.  C.  L.  R.)  664. 
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verdict  upon  a  presumption,  although  there  be  much  eiridence.on 
the  other  side.' 

It  is  matter  of  discretion  with  the  court  in  all  cases,  whether  they 
will  grant  a  new  trial  for  excessive  damages.'  Where  a  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  recover  for  part  of  his  demand,  and  is  also  entitled  to  re- 
cover the  residue,  but  in  a  different  form  of  action,  the  court  will  not 
reduce  the  damages,  a  verdict  having  been  obtained  for  the  whole 
demand.^  As  a  general  rule,  they  will  not  grant  a  new  trial  in  an 
action  for  unliquidated  damages  on  account  of  the  smallness  of  the 
damages.^ 

♦Where  the  verdict  (under  ^20)  was  against  the  opinion  of  r*QAc-i 
the  judge  and  weight  of  evidence,  the  court  nevertheless  re- 
fused a  new  trial  without  payment  of  costs.^ 

A  new  trial  will  not  be  granted  after  a  verdict  for  the  defendant 
upon  an  indictment  for  a  misdemeanor,  on  the  ground  that  the  ver- 
dict was  against  evidence  ;^  nor  in  a  penal  action.™ 

A  new  trial  has  been  granted  on  an  affidavit  made  by  a  material 
witness  that  he  made  a  mistake  in  his  evidence.*^ 

'  Wilkinson  v.  Pcu/ne,  4  T.  R.  468. 

«  Ducker  v.  Wood^  1  T.  R.  277  ;  Jones  v.  Sparrow,  5  T.  R.  257  j  Goldsmith  v. 
Lord  Sefton,  3  Ana.  808 ;  ffeioleU  v.  Crutehley,  5  Taunt.  (1 E.  C.  L.  R.)  277.  A 
new  trial  will  not  be  granted,  on  this  gronnd,  in  an  action  for  orim.  con.,  unless 
it  appear  that  the  jury  acted  under  the  influence  of  undue  motives,  or  of  error 
and  misconception  :  Duberley  v.  Gunning ,  4  T.  R.  651 ;  Chambers  v.  CatUfieldj 
6  East  244.  Where,  the  defendant  omitting  to  appear  at  the  trial,  the  jury  had, 
in  a  case  of  great  aggravation  of  crim,  con.,  given  more  damages  than  were  laid 
in  the  declaration,  the  Court,  refused  a  new  trial  on  any  terms :  Masters  v. 
BamweUj  7  Bing.  (20  E.  C.  L.  R.)  224.  The  Court  will  sometimes  direct  the 
former  verdict  to  stand  as  a  security :  PleydeU  v.  Lord  Dorchester,  7  T.  R. 
529. 

^  Per  Abbott,  C.  J.,  Manfidd  v.  Wadsly,  3  B.  &  C.  (10  E.  C.  L.  R.)  357. 

*  Kendall  v.  Hayward,  5  Bing.  N.  C.  (35  E.  C.  L.  R.)  424 ;  Manton  v.  Bales, 
1  C.  B.  (50  E.  C.  L.  R.)  444 ;  Gihbs  v.  Tunaley,  Ibid.  640. 

^  Scott  V.  Watkinson,  4  M.  &  P.  237 ;  and  see  Archbold's  Prac.  by  Chitty,  p. 
1335,  8th  ed. 

>  R.  V.  Mann,  4  M.  Jb  S.  337 ;  R.  v.  ReyneU,  6  East  315  ;  R.  v.  Sutton,  5  B.  & 
Ad.  (27  E.  C.  L.  R.)  52 ;  see  R,  v.  Bennett,  1  Str.  101.  But,  under  special  cir- 
cumstances, the  Court  has  suspended  the  entry  of  a  judgment  afler  an  acquittal 
on  an  indictment  for  not  repairing  a  highway :  R»  v.  Wandsworth,  1  B.  &  Aid. 
63  -,  see  Attorney- General  y,  Rogers,  supra,  note  (c),  p.  802.  It  would  seem  that 
where  rights  may  be  compromised  the  Court  will  sot  aside  the  verdict :  R»  v. 
Cohen,  1  Stark.  C.  (2  £.  C.  L.  R.)  516,  note  •,  see  per  Parke,  B.,  5  B.  &  Ad. 
(27  E.  C.  L.  R.)  53. 

■»  Brook  V.  Middleton,  10  East  268. 

"  Richardson  v.  FUher,  1  Bing.  (8  E.  C.  L.  R.)  145. 
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It  is  a  general  rule  that  affidavits  cannot  be  received  from  jarors 
to  show  on  what  grounds  they  acted.^  And  althoagh  affidavits 
may  be  admissible  when  made  by  jurors  as  to  what  is  done  openly 
in  court,^  yet  it  was  observed  by  the  court,  that  the  information  had 
better  be  derived  from  some  other  source  ;^  and  the  judge's  notes  on 
r*80fil  ^^^^  point  is  conclusive.'  *The  delivery  of  food  to  a  retired 
jnrjy  without  showing,  that  it  was  done  by  a  party  to  the 
cause,  or  that  the  refreshment  had  the  effect  of  carrying  the  verdict, 
is  not  a  sufficient  ground  for  setting  aside  the  verdict.' 

The  doctrine  of  nonsuits  is  founded  on  the  ancient  practice,  accord- 
ing to  which  the  plaintiff  was  bound  by  himself  or  his  attorney^  to 
appear  at  the  trial,  prosecute  his  suit,  and  hear  the  verdict ;  and  in 
case,  after  being  called,  he  made  default,  he  was  decreed  to  have 
abandoned  his  suit,  and  was  nonsuited.^ 

This  ancient  practice  has  long  been  used  as  the  medium  by  which 

•  Burgess  v.  Langley^  1  D.  &  L.  21,  C.  P. ;  Harvey  v.  Hewitt,  8  Dowl.  598. 
Where  the  judge,  being  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  had  made  out  no  title, 
directed  a  verdict  for  the  defendant ;  and  the  jury  being  present,  and  no  objec- 
tion made  at  the  time  of  entering  the  verdict,  the  Court  refused  an  application 
for  a  new  trial  on  the  aflSdavit  of  a  juror  that  he  had  not  concurred  in  the  ver- 
dict: Saville  v.  Lord  Farnham^  2  M.  &  Ry.  216  5  and  see  Everett  v.  Youells^  4 
B.  &  Ad.  (24  E.  C.  L.  R.)  681. 

p  RoherU  v.  Hughes,  7  M.  &  W.  399. 

«  Everett  v.  Youells,  4  B.  &  Ad.  (24  E.  C.  L.  R.)  681.  Upon  the  trial  of  an  in- 
formation for  a  seditious  libel,  the  jury,  after  having  retired,  upon  their  return 
into  court  in  order  to  deliver  their  verdict,  it  was  uncertain  whether  all  of  them 
were  within  hearing  of  what  was  declared  by  their  foreman  *,  the  court  held,  that 
the  judge  properly  refused  to  interfere  after  the  verdict  was  recorded,  or  to  act 
upon  a  communication  from  any  of  them  ;  but  under  such  uncertainty,  the  court 
would  allow  the  defendant  a  new  trial,  if  he  were  disposed  to  apply  for  it :  R,  t. 
Wooler,  6  M.  &  S.  366. 

'  Ibid. ;  R,  v.  Qrant,  5  B.  A  Ad.  (27  E.  C.  L.  R.)  1081 ;  Van  Nyvel  v.  Hunter, 
3  A.  &  E.  (30  E.  C.  L.  R.)  243  j  Serjeant  v.  Chafy,  5  A.  &  E.  (31  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
354.  But  although  a  record  may  be  amended  by  the  note  of  the  judge,  it  can- 
not be  amended  by  his  recollection:  R.  v.  Virrier^  12  A.  &  E.  (40  E.  C.  L.  R.) 

317. 

■  Everett  v.  Youells,  4  B.  &  Ad.  (24  E.  C.  L.  R.)  681 ;  see  Morris  v.  Vivian,  10 
M.  &  W.  137. 

^  He  may  therefore  be  nonsuited  at  any  time  before  the  verdict :  3  Bl.  Com. 
376. 

"  See  Co.  Litt.  139.  He  may  be  nonsuited  also  on  a  demurrer :  Co.  Litt 
139,  6.  Where  notice  of  trial  has  been  countermanded  after  the  commission 
day,  but  the  record  is  not  withdrawn,  the  proper  course  is  to  nonsuit  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  cannot  move  for  the  costs  of  the  assises,  or  take  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant:  Haworth  v.  Whalla/,  1  Car.  &  R.  (41  E.  C.  L.  R.) 
586. 
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the  court  intimates  an  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  made  out  a 
sufficient  case  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury.  The  plaintiff  is  there- 
fore formally  called,  although  by  himself  or  his  counsel  he  has  actu- 
ally appeared  in  court.  In  conformity,  however,  with  the  old  practice, 
being  called,  he  may  if  he  choose  appear,  and  if  he  do,  the  case  must 
go  to  the  jury.*  On  the  other  hand,  the  *plaintiff  may  of  his  r*QA'T-i 
own  accord  and  for  his  ow  n  convenience  elect  to  be  nonsuited 
at  any  time  before  the  jury  have  delivered  their  verdict,^  and  in  that 
case,  he  cannot  afterwards  be  heard  upon  an  application  to  set  aside 
the  nonsuit." 

Where  an  objection  is  taken  in  the  nature  of  a  demurrer  to  the 
plaintiff's  eviden  ce,  that,  even  admitting  it  to  be  true,  it  is  insufficient 
in  point  of  law,  if  the  judges  accede  to  the  objection  the  usual  course 
is  to  nonsuit*  the  '^'plaintiff.  But  in  such  case,  if  the  objection  r^cono-i 
be  of  a  doubtful  nature,  it  is  usual  for  the  judge,  either  to 

*  fFatkins  v.  Towers,  2  T.  R.  281 ;  Dewar  v.  Purday,  3  Ad.  &  E.  (30  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  166  ;  Stancliffe  v.  Clarke^  21  L.  J.,  Ex.  129.  The  proper  course  is  for  the 
plaintiff  to  appear  and  require  the  judge  to  direct  the  jury  in  point  of  law  in  his 
favor,  and  if  the  judge  refuse  to  permit  him  to  appear,  and  nonsuit  him  against 
his  will,  or  refuse  to  direct  the  jury  in  his  favor,  the  plaintiff  may  tender  a  bill 
of  exceptions  and  bring  a  writ  of  error :  Corsar  v.  Reed^  21  L.  J,,  Q.  B.  18.  The 
plaintiff's  consent,  express  or  implied,  must  always  be  had  :  3  A.  &  E.  (30  E.  G. 
L.  R.)  166,  supra.  As  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  nonsuited  without  consent,  he  may 
refuse  to  do  so,  unless  the  defendant  will  consent  to  terms,  e.  ^.,  that  the  court 
above  shall  have  the  same  power  as  to  amending  a  variance  that  the  Court  of 
Nisi  Prius  had. 

7  Andersons.  Shaw,  3  Bing.  (11  £.  C.  L.  R.)  391  ;  Robinson  t.  Lawrence,  21 
L.  J.,  Ex.  36  ;  Outhwaite  v.  Hudson,  Ibid.  151. 

*  Simpson  v.  Clayton,  2  Bing.  N.C.  (29  E.  C.  L.  R.)  467.  So,  if  the  plaintiff's 
counsel  elect  to  be  nonsuited  on  an  intimation  from  the  court  that  he  is  entitled 
to  nominal  damages  only :  Butler  v.  Dorant,  3  Taunt.  229  *,  Hancock  v.  Podmore 
1  B.  &  Ad.  (20  E.  C.  L.  R.)  265.  Or  if  he  do  so  on  the  judge's  proposing  to  leave 
two  questions  to  the  jury,  one  of  which  is  material,  and  of  which  there  is  primd 
facie  evidence :  K.  B.  Trin.  T.  1830. 

*  Where  two  issues  were  found  for  the  plaintiff  and  two  for  the  defendant, 
with  liberty  reserved  to  the  latter  to  move  for  a  nonsuit,  if  the  court  should  think 
the  issues  found  for  the  plaintiff  immaterial,  which  was  acquiesced  in  at  the  trial 
by  the  plaintiff's  counsel ;  held,  that  a  nonsuit  might  be  entered,  notwithstand- 
ing the  finding  of  some  of  the  issues  for  the  defendant :  Shepherd  v.  Bishop  of 
Cheater,  6  Bing.  (19  £.  G.  L.  R.)  437. 

A  plaintiff  may  be  nonsuited  in  an  undefended  action :  Halhead  v.  Abrahams, 
3  Taunt.  81 ;  and  after  payment  of  money  into  court :  Gutteridge  v.  Smith,  2  H. 
B.  374  ;  or  after  a  plea  of  tender :  Anderson  v.  Shaw,  3  Bing.  290.  In  replevin, 
although  the  cause  is  tried  on  the  defendant's  record :  Mann  v.  Loc^oy,  R.  &  M. 
(21  E.  G.  L.  R.)  357.    So  on  trial  by  proviso:  Anderson  v.  Shaw,  3  Bing.  ^11 
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nonsuit  the  plaintiff,  with  leave  to  move  to  set  aside  the  nonsait  and 
enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  a  sum  agreed  on  or  ascertained 
by  the  jury,  or  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  take  a  verdict,  with  liberty 
to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsait.  This  seems  to  be  dis- 
cretionary on  the  part  of  the  judge,  who  usually  decides  according 
to  the  weight  of  his  own  opinion  for  or  against  the  objection. 

A  plaintiff  after  a  nonsuit  may  move  without  any  leave  reserved 
to  set  aside  the  nonsuit ;  but  in  that  case,  although  the  nonsuit  was 
improper,  the  court  will  do  no  more  than  set  aside  the  nonsuit.^ 
Upon  such  motion  made  without  leave,  if  the  nonsuit  be  not  tena- 
ble on  the  objection  urged  at  the  trial,  the  court  will  not  support  it 
on  another  ground  which  was  not  urged,  unless  the  objection  be  of 
such  a  nature  as  to  be  incapable  of  removal.®  But  a  defendant  can- 
not move  to  enter  a  nonsuit  without  leave;  and  even,  with  leave, 
he  will  be  confined  to  the  objections  founded  upon  defects  in  evi- 
dence taken  at  the  trial;  for  had  the  further  objection  been  then 
taken,  the  plaintiff  might  possibly  have  answered  it  by  adducing 
further  evidence.^  Where  the  nonsuit  is  in  invitumy  the  plaintiff 
may  without  leave  move  to  set  it  aside,  although  he  make  no  request 
at  the  trial  that  the  case  may  be  left  to  a  jury,*  and  submit  merely 
out  of  deference  to  the  judge.  The  plaintiff,  with  leave  reserved  at 
the  trial,  may  move  to  have  a  nonsuit  set  aside,  and  a  verdict  en- 
p^icQAQi  tered  for  him.  '''Such  a  reservation  being  made  in  open 
court,  the  tacit  consent  of  the  jury  and  defendant  is  to  be 
implied.'  Leave  is  sometimes  given  to  a  defendant  to  move  to  set 
aside  a  verdict  and  enter  a  nonsuit.  But  this  cannot  be  done  without 
the  plaintiff's  consent;  and,  as  the  condition  of  such  consent  is  that 

£.  C.  L.  R.)  290.  So  where  there  are  issues  in  law  and  fact,  and  the  defendant 
has  obtained  judgment  on  the  former :  Paxtan  v.  Popham,  10  £a8t  365.  He  can- 
not, it  has  been  suggested,  be  nonsuited  in  an  action  where  the  issue  is  on  the 
defendant :  Newhall  v.  HoUj  6  M.  &  W.  662.  Yet  if  he  does  not  appear  he  cer- 
tainly may :  St^mes  v.  Larby,  2  G.  &  P.  (12  £.  C.  L.  R.)  358. 

^  Doe  d»  Lawrence  v.  Shawerots,  K.  B.  Hil.  1825.  And  unless  the  defendant 
at  the  trial  has  consented  to  leave  being  reserved  for  the  plaintiff  to  move  to 
enter  a  verdict,  the  Court  can  only  grant  a  new  trial. 

« Ibid. 

*  Driver  v.  Thompson^  4  Taunt.  294. 

*  Alexander  v.  Barker^  2  0  &  J.  136 ;  Ward  v.  Mastm^  9  Price  291  ;  Garrow, 
B.,  disaenHente,  But  he  cannot  urge  a  ground  of  objection  which  he  did  not 
urge  at  the  trial :   Waller  v.  Drakeford,  1  Stark.  C.  (2  £.  C.  L.  R.)  482. 

'  He  should  apply  to  the  judge  to  reserve  to  the  Court  the  powers  of  amend- 
ment which  he  has  under  3  &  4  Will.  IV.,  c.  42,  s.  23,  which  a  like  implied 
consent  will  enable  him  to  do. 
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the  case  shall  go  to  the  jury,'  the  defendant  will  not  be  entitled  to 
have  a  nonsuit  entered,  unless  the  jury  give  a  verdict. 

The  defendant  cannot  insist  on  a  nonsuit  after  he  has  addressed 
the  jury  and  examined  witnesses.'*  It  has,  as  before  mentioned, 
been  held  that  a  bill  of  exceptions  lies  if  the  judge  improperly 
nonsuit.^ 

After  an  untenable  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  no  liberty  to  enter  a 
nonsuit  having  been  reserved,  the  court  can  only  grant  a  new  trial, 
for  otherwise  the  defendant  would  be  deprived  of  his  right  to  tender 
a  bill  of  exceptions.^ 

Where  the  terms  of  a  declaration  are  ambiguous,  and  taken  in 
one  sense  will,  but  taken  in  another  sense  will  not,  support  the  ver- 
dict, and  there  is  no  evidence  to  support  the  allegation  in  the  former 
sense,  the  proper  course  is  (on  leave  given)  to  move  to  enter  a  non- 
suit.^ *A  plaintiff  in  assumpsit  may  be  nonsuited,  although  r^o-in-i 
a  co-defendant  has  let  judgment  go  by  default." 

A  verdict  set  aside  in  part,  must  be  set  aside  for  the  whole." 

The  practice  of  advising  the  jury  as  to  the  nature,  bearing,  ten- 
dency and  weight  of  the  evidence,  although  it  be  a  duty  which 
from  its  very  nature  must  be,  in  a  great  measure,  discretionary  on 
the  part  of  the  judge,  is  one  which  does  not  yield  in  importance  to 
the  more  definite  and  ordinary  one  of  directing  them  in  matters  of 

«  Detoar  v.  Purday,  3  Ad.  &  Ell.  (30  E.  C.  L.  R.)  166. 

^  RoherU  v.  Croft,  7  C  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.  R.)  376.  A  nonsuit  for  not  giving 
material  evidence  within  the  county  must  be  claimed  at  the  trial :  How  v.  Pick- 
ard,  2  M.  &  W.  373  ;  and  see  as  to  this,  Clark  v.  Dunsford,  2  C.  B.  (52  E.  C.  L. 
R.)  724. 

*  Strother  v.  Hutchinson,  4  Bing.  N.  0.  (33  E.  0.  L.  R.)  83 ;  9^%  supra,  n.  (x). 

^  Minchin  v.  Clement,  1  B.  &  Aid.  252 ;  Mathews  v.  Smith,  2  Y.  &  J.  426. 

^  Where  the  terms  used  in  a  declaration  founded  on  a  penal  clause  in  a  statute 
are  ambiguous,  they  will  after  verdict  be  so  construed  as  to  sustain  the  verdict : 
Lord  Huntingtower  v.  Gardiner,  13.  &  C.  (8  E.  C.  L.  R.)  297 ;  Avery  v.  HooUy 
2  Gowp.  825.  And  therefore  where  the  declaration  alleged  in  some  counts  the 
"  giving  money  for  voting,"  and  there  was  no  evidence  of  a  previous  agreement 
to  give  money,  which  vras  necessary  to  constitute  the  offence,  the  Court  (leave 
having  been  reserved  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit)  directed  a  nonsuit  to  be 
entered.  For  the  declaration,  to  be  sustainable,  must  be  taken  to  import  a  pre- 
vious agreement,  and  of  that  there  was  no  evidence. 

,  »  Murphy  V.  Ionian,  5  B.  &  C.  (11  E.  C.  L.  R.)  178;  Jones  v.  Gibson,  Ibid. 
758 ;  Stuart  v.  Bodgers,  4  M.  &  W.  649.  In  Revett  v.  Brown,  2  M.  &  P.  (17  E. 
G.  L.  R.)  18 ;  it  was  said  this  cannot  be  done  in  action  of  tort:  sed  vide  Had- 
drick  V.  EesUyp,  12  Q.  B.  (64  E.  G.  L.  R.)  267. 

»  R.  V.  Phillips,  1  Burr.  305 ;  Bemasconi  v.  Farebrother,^  3  B.  &  Ad.  (23  E. 
C.  L.  R.)  372. 
47 


t 

!  810  PROOFS  —  DUTY    OP    THE    JURY. 

law.°  The  trial  by  jury  is  a  system  admirably  adapted  to  the  investi- 
gation of  the  truth;  but  in  order  to  obtain  the  full  benefit  to  be 
derived  from  the  united  discernment  of  a  jury,  it  must  be  admitted 
to  be  essential  that  their  attention  should  be  skilfully  directed  to  the 
points  material  for  their  consideration. 


[*811]  *CHAPTER  III. 

THE  DUTY  OF  THE  JURY. 

A  JURY  taken  from  the  body  of  the  community  may  well  be  pre- 
sumed to  be  possessed  of  such  knowledge  and  experience,  derived 
from  their  intercourse  with  society,  as  will  peculiarly  fit  them  for  the 
determination  of  all  disputed  facts  arising  out  of  the  ordinary  trans- 
actions of  life.  It  must,  however,  be  recollected,  that  jurors,  unac- 
customed as  they  usually  are  to  judicial  investigations,  require,  in 
complicated  cases,  all  the  aid  which  can  be  derived  from  the  experi- 
ence and  penetration  of  the  judge,  to  direct  their  attention  to  the 
essential  points,  and  enable  them  to  arrive  at  a  just  conclusion.  The 
law,  in  its  wisdom,  ultimately  relies  upon  their  integrity  and  under- 
standing, but  nevertheless  anxiously  prepares  the  way  for  a  correct 
conclusion,  by  excluding  from  their  consideration  all  such  evidence 
as  is  likely  to  embarrass,  mislead,  or  prejudice  them  in  the  course  of 
their  inquiry.  So  far  the  law  proceeds  by  certain  and  definite  rules. 
Much  yet  remains  to  be  done  of  a  nature  which  cannot  be  defined : 
to  divest  a  case  of  all  its  legal  encumbrances ;  to  resolve  a  compli- 
cated mass  of  evidence  into  its  most  simple  elements  ;  to  exhibit  clearly 
the  connection,  bearing  and  importance  of  its  distinct  and  separated 
parts,  and  their  combined  tendency  and  efiect,  stripped  of  every  ex- 
trinsic and  superfluous  consideration  which  might  otherwise  embar- 
rass or  mislead :  and  to  do  this  in  a  manner  suited  to  the  comprehen- 
sion and  understandings  of  an  ordinary  jury,  is  one  of  the  most  arda- 

o  See  3  Comm.  375.  When  the  evidence  is  gone  through  on  both  sidea,  the 
judge,  in  the  presence  of  the  parties,  the  counsel,  and  all  others,  sums  up  the 
whole  to  the  jury,  omitting  all  superfluous  circumstances ;  observing  wherein 
the  main  question  and  principal  issue  lies ;  stating  what  evidence  has  been 
given  to  support  it,  with  such  remarks  as  he  thinks  necessary  for  their  direc- 
tion, and  giving  them  his  opinion  in  matters  of  law  arising  upon  the  evidence* 
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ous  as  well  as  the  most  important  duties  incident  to  *the 
judicial  office.*  There  is,  perhaps,  no  instance  in  which  the  •-  ^ 
natural  and  acquired  powers  of  the  mind  are  more  strikingly  and 
beneficially  exerted  than  in  a  court  of  justice,  where  a  confused  mass 
of  evidence  relating  to  an  intricate  case  is,  by  the  eifect  of  a  vigor- 
ous, acute  and  comprehensive  mind,  reduced  into  regularity  and 
order. 

On  the  discharge  of  this  great  duty  the  dearest  interests  of  society, 
the  very  issues  of  life  and  death,  frequently  depend. 

To  offer  any  remarks  on  this  head  would  be  irrelevant,  as  well  as 
presumptuous.  Some  observations  will,  under  another  division,  be 
made  upon  the  force  and  weight  of  evidence,  and  on  the  general  prin- 
ciples which  relate  to  that  branch  of  the  subject. 

The  law,  to  use  an  ordinary  phrase,  has  no  scales  wherein  to  weigh 
different  degrees  of  probability,^  stSl  less  to  *ascertain  what 
weight  of  evidence  shall  amount  to  absolute  proof  of  any  dis-   *-         ^ 
puted  fact. 

Its  business  is  to  define,  to  distinguish,  and  to  apply  legal  conse- 
quences to  ascertained  facts ;  but  whether  a  fact  be  probable  or  im- 
probable, true  or  false,  admits  of  no  legal  definition  or  test.  The 
principles  on  which  the  investigation  and  ascertainment  of  truth  de- 
pend, are  fixed  and  invariable,  however  the  particular  processes  pre- 
scribed by  different  systems  of  law  for  the  purpose  of  investigation 
may  vary. 

*  Notwithstanding  the  splendid  advantages  which  in  practice  are  known  to 
emanate  from  this  wise  and  venerable  institution,  it  is  not  to  be  disguised  that 
in  some,  and  those  essential,  res'pects,  it  is  liable  to  objections,  from  which  an 
ordinary  tribunal,  constituted  of  professional  judges,  would  be  more  likely  to  be 
free.  Jurors  are  liable  to  prejudice  and  bias,  and  e^en  partiality,  from  local 
and  personal  connection  ;  their  very  prejudices  in  favor  of  right  may  frequently 
tempt  them  to  put  their  oaths  in  peril,  by  their  desire  to  act  according  to  their 
own  notions  of  justice,  when  those  are  at  variance  with  defined  and  general,  but 
wise  rules  of  law  *,  they  act  but  casually  *,  they  have  no  professional  character  to 
sustain ;  they  assign  no  reasons  for  their  decisions ;  in  effect  they  are  not  amen- 
able for  corrupt  decisions  ;  and  it  can  rarely  happen  that  their  individual  and 
personal  characters  are  at  stake.  In  many  instances,  too,  they  are  ill  suited,  by 
their  previous  habits,  to  decide  on  the  effect  of  legal  instruments,  and  other 
matters  involved  in  and  complicated  with  legal  rules  and  presumptions.  If  such 
objections  were  not  in  practice  to  be  counteracted  by  the  discretionary  aid,  ad- 
vice and  guidance  of  the  presiding  judge,  and  if  the  errors  and  mistakes  of  juries 
were  not  to  be  subject  to  revision  and  correction,  it  must  be  admitted  by  its  warm- 
est admirers  that  this  mode  of  trial  would  frequently  be  precarious  and  unsatis- 
factory. 

^  Infraj  note  (c). 
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As  the  power  of  discriminating  between  truth  and  falsehood  de- 
pends rather  upon  the  exercise  of  an  experienced  and  intelligent 
mind  than  upon  the  application  of  artificial  and  technical  rules,  the 
law  of  England  has  delegated  this  important  office  to  a  jury  of  the 
country.^ 

One  great  advantage  derived  from  this  venerable  institution  is, 
that  this  mode  of  trial  excludes  a  number  of  technical  and  artificial 
rules  and  distinctions,  which,  but  for  the  complete  and  absolute  sepa- 
ration of  law  from  fact,  would  be  sure  to  arise.  Were  the  decision 
of  facts  to  be  constantly  referred  to  the  same  individual,  the  frequent 
occurrence  of  similar  combinations  of  facts  would  tempt  him  to  frame 
general  and  artificial  rules,  which,  when  they  were  applicable,  would 
save  mental  exertion  in  particular  instances;  and  perhaps  a  laudable 
wish  to  decide  consistently,  and  that  fondness  for  generalizing  which 
is  incident  to  every  reflecting  mind,  would  tend  to  the  same  point, 
and  would  lead  to  the  introduction  of  refined  and  subtle  distinctions. 
A  juror,  on  the  contrary,  called  on  to  discharge  his  duty  but  seldom, 
possesses  neither  inclination  nor  opportunity  to  generalize  and  refine ; 
unfettered,  therefore,  by  technicalities,  he  decides  according  to  the 
natural  weight  and  force  of  the  evidence.* 

r*8141        *  Although  all  questions  of  pure  fact  belong  peculiarly  to 
the  province  of  a  jury,*  who  are  to  be  guided  in  their  deci- 

°  Beccaria  (sect.  14)  thus  expresses  himself:  Ma  questa  morale  oertezza  di 
prove  h  piii  facile  il  sentirla  che  Tesattamente  definirla.  Percid  io  credo  ottima 
lege  quella,  che  stabilisce  assessori  al  giudice  principale  presi  dalla  sorte  h  non 
dalla  scelta,  per  ch^  in  questo  case  h  piu  sicura  Tignoranza  che  giudica  per 
sentimento,  che  la  scienza  che  giudica  per  opiDione.  Again  he  says :  Io  parlo 
di  probability  in  materia  di  delitti,  che  par  meritar  pena  debbono  esser  certi. 
Ma  svanira  il  paradosso,  per  chi  considera  che  rigorosamente  la  certezza  morale 
non  h  che  una  probability,  ma  probability^  tale  che  h  chiamato  oertezza,  perch^ 
ogni  uomo  di  buon  sense  vi  acconsente  necessariemente  per  una  consuetudine, 
nata  dalla  necessity  di  agire  ed  anteriore  ad  ogni  speculazione ;  la  certezza  che 
se  richiede  per  accertare  un  uomo  reo  h  dunque  quella  che  determina  ogni  uomo 
nelle  operazioni  piii  importante  della  vita. 

^  As  to  the  discharging  of  a  jury  where  they  cannot  agree,  see  Morris  v. 
Davies,  3  C.  &  P.  (14  E.  0.  L.  R.)  427.    There,  on  an  issue  oat  of  Chancery  in 

'  In  civil  cases  the  jury  are  to  determine  according  to  the  weight  of  the  evi- 
dence :  Crabtree  v.  Reed,  50  111.  206  ;  Bamett  v.  Ward,  42  Vt.  80 ;  KnowUs  v. 
Scribner,  57  Me.  495;  Silver  Mining  Co.  v.  Fall,  6  Nev.  116.  It  is  sufficient  if 
the  evidence  on  the  whole  agrees  with  and  supports  the  hypothesis  which  it  is 
adduced  to  prove ;  but  in  criminal  cases  it  must  be  such  as  to  produce  a  moral 
certainty  of  guilt  and  to  exclude  any  other  reasonable  hypothesis :  James  v. 
State,  45  Miss.  572. 
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sion  by  their  conscientious  judgment  and  belief,  yet  it  is  to  be  recol- 
lected, that  in  many  instances  the  effect  of  particular  evidence  is  the 
subject  of  legal  definition  and  cognizance,  as  in  the  case  of  all  legal 
presumptions  resulting  in  particular  facts.  It  will  be  proper,  there- 
fore, in  the  first  place,  briefly  to  inquire  to  what  extent  a  jury  is 
restrained  by  legal  rules;  and,  in  the  next  place,  to  make  some  general 
observations  on  the  natural  force  and  weight  of  evidence. 

With  a  view  to  the  first  consideration,  that  is,  how  far  the  law 
itself  interferes  as  to  the  force  or  measure  of  evidence,  it  is  to  be 
recollected,  that  except  in  the  few  instances  where  a  jury  determine 
by  the  actual  evidence  of  their  senses,  all  evidence  is  either,  first, 
direct;  that  is,  where  witnesses  state  or  depose  to  facts  of  which  they 
have  had  actual  knowledge:  or  secondly,  it  is  indirect ;  and  indirect 
evidence  is  either  artificial  or  natural.  Artificial^  where  the  law,  by 
arbitrary  appointment,  annexes  to  particular  evidence  a  force  or  eflS- 
cacy  beyond  that  which  naturally  belongs  to  it;  as  in  the  case  of 
records,  which,  for  the  sake  of  public  convenience,  are  usually  made 
final  *and  conclusive  evidence  of  the  facts  recorded.*  So  in  p^o^  ^-i 
all  instances  of  legal  presumptions,  whether  they  be  absolute 
and  conclusive,'  like  the  prcesumptiones  juris  et  de  jure  of  the  Roman 
law,  or,  as  the  proesumptionea  juriSy  be  operative  only  until  they  be 
rebutted  by  proof  to  the  contrary :  or  such  artificial  evidence  may 
be  of  a  conventional  nature,  as  where  the  parties  by  deed  or  writ- 
ten agreement  constitute  the  particular  instrument  to  be  the  appro- 
priate expositor  of  their  intentions,  and  the  legal  memorial  of  the 
facts  which  it  contains.  In  these  and  some  other  instances  the  law 
prescribes  the  extent  to  which  the  evidence  shall  operate;  and  in 
these  and  all  other  cases,  where  a  rule  of  law  intervenes,  a  jury  is 
bound  by  that  rule  of  law,  even  though  it  be  in  opposition  to  their 
own  conclusion  as  to  the  truth  of  the  fact  drawn  from  all  circum- 
stances. Or,  secondly,  the  evidence  is  purely  natural,  where  the  jury 
decide  according  to  the  natural  weight  and  effect  of  the  circum- 
stances, either  by  the  aid  of  experience,  where  former  experience 
supplies  such  natural  presumptions,  or  by  the  aid  of  reason  exercised 
upon  the  circumstances,  or  by  the  joint  and  united  aid  of  experience 
and  reason.' 

order  to  inform  the  conscience  of  the  Chancellor,  the  jury  could  not  agree,  and 
the  parties  refusing  to  consent  to  discharge  them,  the  judge  did  so  on  his  own 
responsibility. 

•  Supra,  p.  742.  '  Supra,  p.  747. 

<  Sir  W.  Blackstone,  3  Comm.  371,  following  the  example  of  Lord  Coke, 


816  PROOFS  —  DUTY    OF    THE    JURY. 

*Jurie8  are  bound  by  all  the  rules  and  presumptions  of 
L  -I  law,  as  far  as  they  apply :  they  are  to  confine  themselves 
strictly  to  the  matters  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings  ;  they  are  bound 
by  the  admissions  of  the  parties  upon  record ;  and  although  they  are 
not  bound  by  estoppels,  as  the  parties  might  have  been  had  the  matter 
of  estoppels  been  pleaded,  yet  they  are  usually  bound  by  legal  estop- 
pels which  could  not  have  been  pleaded,  and  also  by  all  such  matters 
in  the  nature  of  estoppels  as  in  point  of  law  conclude  the  parties. 
They  are  bound  to  give  the  proper  legal  eflFect  to  all  instruments  es- 
tablished by  competent  evidence,  and  to  notice  all  matters  which  are 
noticed  by  the  court ;  they  are  to  be  governed  by  the  order  of  proof 
which  the  law  prescribes,  and  their  verdict  must  be  founded  on  the 
evidence  adduced  in  the  cause. 

It  is  now  perfectly  settled  that  a  juror  cannot  give  a  verdict 
founded  on  his  own  private  knowledge ;  for  it  could  not  be  known 
whether  the  verdict  was  according  to  or  against  the  evidence  :^  it  is 
very  possible  that  the  private  grounds  of  belief  might  not  amount  to 
legal  evidence. 

And  if  such  evidence  were  to  be  privately  given  by  one  juror  to 
the  rest,  it  would  want  the  sanction  of  an  oath,  and  the  juror  would 

classes  all  circumstantial  evidence  as  violent y  probable^  or  light  presumptions ; 
making  no  distinction  between  such  inferences  as  result  immediately  in  respect 
of  some  association  pointed  out  by  previous  experience,  and  those  which  are 
derived  by  the  aid  of  reason  exercised  upon  the  special  circumstances.  Accord- 
ing to  this  classification,  the  presumption  is  violent  where  the  circumstances 
necessarily  attend  the  fact :  probable  where  the  circumstances  usualltf  attend 
the  fact ;  and  light  presumptions,  or  rash  presumptions,  are  those  which  have 
no  weight  or  validity  at  alL  The  last  branch  of  the  division  seems  to  be  wholly 
useless,  for  an  inference  of  no  weight  is  a  mere  unwarrantable  assumption. 
The  division  of  all  circumstantial  evidence  into  circumstances  which  necessarily 
or  usually  attend  such  facts  is  one  of  a  questionable  nature,  inasmuch  as  it 
tends  to  confound  those  inferences  which  are  the  pure  result  of  experience  with 
those  which  result  either  from  reason  alone,  exercised  upon  the  circumstances, 
or  upon  reason  and  experience  jointly.  It  is  very  possible  that  circumstances 
may  supply  moral  proof,  although  not  one  of  them  be  such  as  either  necessarily 
or  usually  attends  the  fact ;  the  inference  may  be  entirely  independent  of  asso- 
ciations founded  on  experience,  and  rest  wholly  upon  the  exclusive  force  and 
nature  of  particular  circumstances.  Thus,  in  an  instance  cited  below,  where  a 
highway  robber  was  struck  on  the  face  by  the  prosecutor  with  a  key,  and  was 
identified  by  the  complete  impression  which  he  bore  on  his  face,  the  circum- 
stance was  conclusive,  but  it  was  neither  a  necessary  nor  an  usual  one,  with 
reference  to  the  fact  to  be  proved. 

^  3  Comm.  375  ;  And.  321 ;  Beg,  v.  Rosser,  7  C.  &  P.  (32  E.  C.  L.-  R.)  648  j 
Manlty  V.  Shaw,  Car.  &  N.  (41  £.  C.  L.  R.)  361. 
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not  be  subject  to  cross-examination.  If,  therefore,  a  juror  know  any 
fact  material  to  the  issue,  he  ought  to  be  sworn  as  a  witness,  and  is 
liable  to  be  cross-examined  ;  *and  if  he  privately  state  such  ^^q---. 
facts  it  will  be  a  ground  of  motion  for  a  new  trial.*  It  some-  *-  -■ 
times  happens  that  evidence  which  is  admitted  for  one  purpose  may 
be  no  evidence  for  another  purpose,  and  in  such  a  case  a  jury  is  bound 
to  apply  the  evidence  so  far  only  as  it  is  legally  applicable.  Thus,  if 
A.  and  B.  be  tried  at  the  same  time,  a  confession  made  by  the  one, 
but  which  criminates  the  other,  ought  not  to  operate  with  the  jury 
against  the  latter. 

Where  the  jury  find  a  general  verdict  they  are  bound  to  apply  the 
law  as  delivered  by  the  court,  in  criminal  as  well  as  civil  cases. 

Previous  to  the  remarks  which  will  be  made  on  the  force  and  weight 
of  evidence,  whether  direct  or  circumstantial,  it  is  to  be  observed, 
that  the  measure  ef  proof  sufficient  to  warrant  the  verdict  of  a  jury 
varies  much,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  case. 

Evidence  which  satisfies  the  minds  of  the  jury  of  the  truth  of  the 
fact  in  dispute,  to  the  entire  exclusion  of  every  reasonable  doubt, 
constitutes  full  proof  of  the  fact ;  absolute  mathematical  or  metaphy- 
sical certainty  is  not  essential,  and  in  the  course  of  judicial  investi- 
gations would  be  usually  unattainable. 

Even  the  most  direct  evidence  can  produce  nothing  more  than  such 
a  high  degree  of  probability  as  amounts  to  moral  certainty.  From 
the  highest  degree  it  may  decline,  by  an  infinite  number  of  gradations, 
until  it  produces  in  the  mind  nothing  more  than  a  mere  preponderance 
of  assent  in  favor  of  the  particular  fact. 

The  distinction  between  full  proof  and  mere  preponderance  of  evi- 
dence is  in  its  application  very  important.  In  all  criminal  cases  what- 
soever, it  is  essential  to  a  verdict  of  condemnation,  that  the  guilt  of 
the  accused  should  be  fully  proved ;  neither  a  mere  preponderance  of 
evidence,  nor  any  weight  of  preponderant  evidence,  is  sufficient  for 
the  ^purpose,  unless  it  generate  full  belief  of  the  fact  to  the 
exclusion  of  all  reasonable  doubt.  ^        -I 

But  in  many  cases  of  a  civil  nature,  where  the  right  is  dubious, 
and  the  claims  of  the  contesting  parties  are  supported  by  evidence 
nearly  equipoised,  a  mere  preponderance  of  evidence  on  either  side 
may  be  sufficient  to  turn  the  scale.  This  happens,  as  it  seems,  in 
all  cases  where  no  presumption  of  law,  or  primd  facie  right,  operates 
in  favor  of  either  party ;  as,  for  example,  where  the  question  be- 
tween the  owners  of  contiguous  estates  is,  whether  a  particular  tree 

»And.  321. 
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near  the  boandary  grows  on  the  land  of  one  or  the  other.  But 
even  where  the  contest  is  as  to  civil  rights  only,  a  mere  preponder- 
ance of  evidence,  such  as  would  induce  a  jury  to  incline  to  the  one 
side  rather  than  the  other,  is  frequently  insufficient.  It  would  be 
so  in  all  cases  where  it  fell  short  of  fully  disproving  a  legal  right 
once  admitted  or  established,  or  of  rebutting  a  presumption  of  law. 
If  a  party  claimed  as  devisee  against  the  heir  at  law,  full  proof  of 
the  devise  with  all  its  formalities,  would  be  essential;  circumstantial 
evidence,  which  merely  showed  it  to  be  more  probable  that  the  testa- 
tor had  made  a  will  in  favor  of  the  party  claiming  as  devisee,  than 
that  he  had  not  done  so,  would  be  insufficient.  So,  were  a  devise  to 
be  fully  esta^blished  by  one  who  claimed  as  devisee,  it  would  not  be 
sufficient  to  show  a  mere  probability  that  the  devisor  had  made  a  sub- 
sequent will,  revoking  the  former.*'  One  who  seeks  to  charge  another 
with  a  debt,  must  do  so  by  full  and  satisfactory  proof;  and  on  the 
other  hand,  where  a  debt .  has  once  been  established  by  competent 
proof,  the  debtor  cannot  discharge  himself  but  by  full  proof  of  satis- 
faction. Again,  where  the  law  raises  a  presumption  in  favor  of  the 
fact,  the  contrary  must  be  fully  proved,  or  at  least  such  facts  must 
be  proved  as  are  sufficient  to  raise  a  contrary  and  stronger  presump- 
tion.^    Thus,  the  law  presumes  *  a  man  to  be  innocent  of  a  crime 

r*fi1Q1    *^^^^^  ^'s  S^^^^  ^®  proved;  but  if  the  fact  be  proved  that  A. 
killed  B.J  then  the  presumption  of  law  which  before  was  in 
favor  of  A.J  is  now  against  him,  and  malice  will  be  presumed,  unless 
he  can  establish  facts  which  justify  or  extenuate  the  act."^ 

Another  distinction  to  be  observed  upon  is,  between  primd  facie 
and  conclusive  evidence :  primd  facie  evidence  is  that  which,  not 
being  inconsistent  with  the  falsity  of  the  hypothesis,  nevertheless 
raises  such  a  degree  of  probability  in  its  favor  that  it  must  prevail  if 
it  be  accredited  by  the  jury,  unless  it  be  rebutted  or  the  contrary 
proved ;  conclusive  evidence,  on  the  other  hand,  is  that  which  ex- 
cludes, or  at  least  tends  to  exclude,  the  possibility  of  the  truth  of  any 
other  hypothesis  than  the  one  attempted  to  be  established.  All  evi- 
dence is  strong  or  weak  by  comparison :  in  civil  cases  slight  evidence 
of  right  or  title  is  sufficient,  as  against  a  stranger  who  possesses  no 
color  of  title.  Thus  the  mere  possession  of  goods  by  one  who  found 
them,  is  evidence  of  property  as  against  a  wrongdoer,  in  an  action 
of  trover.*^    The  occupation  of  land,  however  recent,  will  enable  the 

*  Harwood  v.  Goodright,  Cowp.  87.        *  See  R.  v.  Haslingfieldy  supra^  p.  749. 
^  See  tit.  Murder. 

^  Armory  v.  Delamirie,  Str.  505 ;  1  Smith  L.  C.  and  notes ;  Bridges  v.  Hawkes^ 
21  L.  J.,  Q.  B.  75. 
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occupier  to  maintain  trespass  against  a  stranger.^  So,  in  a  settlement 
case,  proof  that  a  remote  ancestor  of  the  pauper  was  settled  in  the 
appellant  parish  would  be  sufficient  primd  facie  evidence,  and  would 
prevail  unless  it  were  rebutted  by  proof  of  some  later  settlement.  So, 
a  special  custom  in  a  particular  manor  may  be  proved  by  a  single 
instance  in  which  it  has  been  acted  upon.^  So,  a  prescription  may  in 
some  instances  be  supported  by  proof  of  user  for  twenty  years.  On 
the  other  hand,  in  criminal  cases,  it  is  essential  that  the  evidence 
should  be  of  a  conclusive  nature.  -  But  here  it  is  to  be  observed,  that 
it  very  frequently  happens  in  criminal,  as  well  as  civil  proceedings, 
*that  evidence  which  in  itself  is  but  inconclusive,  derives  a  r»Q20"i 
conclusive  quality  from  mere  defect  of  proof  on  the  part  of 
the  adversary  or  accused. 

Where  a  party,  being  apprised  of  the  evidence  to  be  adduced 
against  him,  has  the  means  of  explanation  or  refutation  in  his  power, 
if  the  charge  or  claim  against  him  be  unfounded,  and  does  not  ex- 
plain or  refute  that  evidence,  the  strongest  presumption  arises  that 
the  charge  is  true,  or  the  claim  well  founded.  It  would  be  contrary 
to  all  experience  of  human  nature  and  conduct  to  come  to  any  other 
conclusion. 

Evidence  to  be  weighed  by  a  jury  consists  either  in,  1st,  the  direct 
testimony  of  witnesses  ;  or  2dly,  indirect  or  circumstantial  evidence;** 
or  3dly,  in  both,  either  united  or  opposed  to  each  other.  The  nature 
and  force  of  such  evidence  may  be  considered  either  separately  or  in 
conflict. 

Fir%tj  as  to  the  direct  testimony  of  witnesses.  The  credit  due  to 
the  testimony  of  witnesses  depends  upon,  1st,  their  integrity  and 
honesty ;  2dly,  their  ability ;  Sdly,  their  number,  and  the  consistency 
of  their  testimony ;  4thly,  the  conformity  of  their  testimony  with 
experience ;  and  5thly,  the  coincidence  of  their  testimony  with  col- 
lateral circumstances. 

•  1st,  Their  integrity :  A  witness,  to  be  trust-worthy,  must  be  both 
willing  and  able  to  declare  the  truth.     His  credibility  is  founded,  in 

•  Catteris  v.  Cowper,  4  Taunt.  647 ;  PumeU  v.  Young,  3  M.  &  W.  288  ;  Whit- 
tington  y.  Boxall,  6  Q.  B.  (48  E.  C.  L.  R.)  139. 

'  See  tit.  Custom. 

'^  Such  indirect  evidence  corresponds  with  the  signa  of  the  Roman  law,  and 
with  the  avfieia  or  reKfiripia  of  the  Greeks,  and  supplied  principally  the  materials 
of  the  ariificialU  probatio  of  the  Roman  lawyers.  Argument,  according  to 
Quinctilian,  is  defined  to  be  "  roHo  probationem  prcestans  qud  coUigitur  aliud 
per  aliud  J  et  quce  quod  est  dubium  per  id  quod  dubium  non  est  eonjirmat  ;^*  see 
Qlassford's  Essay  on  the  Principles  of  Evidence  563. 
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the  first  instance,  upon  experience  of  human  veracity,  from  which 

the  law  presumes  that  a  disinterested  witness,  who  delivers  his  testi- 

r*82n   "^^'^y  ^^^6^  *^^^  sanction  of  an  oath,  and  under  the  peril  of 

the  temporal  inflictions  due  to  perjury,  will  speak  the  truth. 

Although  the  law  does  not  exclude  persons  actually  convicted  of 
infamous  crimes,'  and  such  as  have  an  interest  in  the  event  of  the 
suit,  or  in  the  record,"  yet  the  credit  of  a  witness  is  always  for  the 
consideration  of  the  jury.^ 

A  witness  of  depraved  and  abandoned  character  may  not  be  un- 
worthy of  credit,  where  it  appears  that  there  is  not  the  slightest 
motive  or  inducement  for  misrepresentation ;  for  there  is  a  natural 
tendency  to  declare  the  truth,  which  is  never  wholly  eradicated,  even 
from  the  most  vicious  minds ;  and  the  danger  of  detection,  and.  the 
risk  of  temporal  punishment,  may  operate  as  restraints  upon  the 
most  unprincipled,  even  where  motives  for  veracity  of  a  higher  nature 
are  wanting. 

But  it  is  to  be  remarked,  that  it  is  difficult  to  detect  the  motives 
which  may  influence  a  depraved  and  corrupted  mind ;  and  hence  it 
is  for  the  jury  to  consider,  whether  the  apparent  want  of  motive  to 
deceive  be  sufficient  to  accredit  an  exceptionable  witness,  and  whether 
some  assurance  of  the  actual  absence  of  such  a  motive  be  not  neces- 
sary to  warrant  their  confidence.  A  jury  may,  no  doubt,  in  a  crimi- 
nal case,  convict  on  the  testimony  of  an  accomplice,  but  then  it  is 
expected  that  the  tainted  credit  of  the  witness  should  be  supported 
by  circumstances  confirmatory  of  his  testimony  in  material  points ; 
so  that  in  practice  such  a  witness  is  considered  to  be  incredible,  unless 
his  testimony  be  supported  by  undoubted  facts  and  unexceptionable 
witnesses.* 

'  Supra,  tit  Witness.  ■  Ibid. 

^  It  is  a  maxim,  falsus  in  uno,  falsus  in  omnibus ,  that  if  a  witness  is  dis- 
covered on  the  trial  to  be  wilfully  false  in  one  statement,  the  jury  may  disbe- 
lieve him  altogether  :'  State  v.  Brantley^  63  N.  C.  518 ;  Callahan  v.  Shaw,  24 
Iowa  441 ;  Comm,  v.  Billings j  97  Mass.  405 ;  Paulette  v.  Brown,  40  Mo.  52 ; 
Brett  V.  Catlin,  47  Barb.  404 ;  People  v.  Strong,  30  Cal.  151 ;  Blanchard  v. 
Pratt,  37  111.  243  ;  Mead  v.  McQraw,  19  Ohio  St.  55 ;  SiaU  v.  Spencer,  64  N.  C. 
316. 

'  There  is  no  rule  of  law  that  requires  absolutely  that  the  testimony  of  an  ac- 
complice should  be  isorroborated.  The  jury  may,  if  they  think  proper,  convict 
upon  such  evidence  alone:  State  v.  Stebhins,  29  Conn.  463  ;  State -v,  Watson,  31 
Mo.  361 ;  Gray  v.  People,  26  111.  344.  The  testimony  of  an  accomplice  must  be 
corroborated  by  evidence  tending  to  connect  the  defendant  with  the  commission 
of  the  offence  charged :  Upton  v.  State^  5  Clarke  465  *,  Stale  v.  Howard,  32  Yt. 
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It  frequently  happens  that  a  witness  labors  under  some  influence 
arising  from  natural  affection,  near  connection,  or  mere  expectation 
of  contingent  benefit  or  evil,  which  may  afford  a  strong  temptation 
to  perjury.  In  these  as  in  so  many  other  cases,  it  is  for  the  jury  to 
estimate  the  *degree  of  influence  by  which  the  testimony  of  r^Qooi 
a  witness  is  likely  to  be  corrupted,  and  to  determine  whether 
under  all  the  circumstances,  he  may  be  the  witness  of  truth.* 

In  arriving  at  this  conclusion,  a  consideration*  of  the  demeanor  of 
the  witness  upon  the  trial,  and  of  the  manner  of  giving  his  evidence, 
both  in  chief  and  upon  cross-examination,  is  oftentimes  not  less 
material  than  the  testimony  itself.^  An  over-forward  and  hasty  zeal 
on  the  part  of  the  witness  in  giving  testimony  which  will  benefit  the 
party  whose  witness  he  is,  his  exaggeration  of  circumstances,  his 
reluctance  in  giving  adverse  evidence,  his  slowness  in  answering,  his 
evasive  replies,  his  affectation  of  not  hearing  or  not  understanding 
the  question,  for  the  purpose  of  gaining  time^  to  consider  the  effect 

*  The  Koman  law,  De  tesfcibus,  provides  thus : — "  Testium  fides  diligenter  ex- 
aminanda  est  Ideoque  in  person^  eorum  exploranda  erunt  imprimis  conditio  cu- 
jusque;  utrum  quis  decurio  anplebeius  sit,  vera  et  an  honestce  et  inculpated  vitce, 
an  notatus  quis  et  reprekensihilis  ;  an  locuples  vel  egens  sit  ut  lucri  causd  quid 
facile  admittat;  vel  an  inimicus  ei  sit  versus  quern  testimonium  fert,  vel  amicus 
ei  sit  pro  quo  testimonium  dat.  Nam  si  car  eat  suspicione  testimonium,  vel  prop- 
ter personam  a  qud  fertur  quod  honesta  sit,  vel  propter  causam  quod  neque  lucri 
neque  gratice  neque  inimicitice  causd  fit,  admittendumy 

°  Sir  W.  Blackstone,  3  Com.  373,  observes,  "  In  short,  by  this  method  of  ex- 
amination, and  this  only,  the  persons  who  are  to  decide  upon  the  evidence  have 
an  opportunity  of  observing  the  quality,  age,  education,  understanding,  behavior 
and  inclinations  of  th6  witness :  in  which  points  all  persons  must  appear  alike, 
when  their  depositions  are  reduced  to  writing  and  read  to  the  judge  in  the  ab- 
sence of  those  who  made  them,  and  yet  as  much  may  be  frequently  collected 
from  the  manner  in  which  the  evidence  is  delivered  as  the  matter  of  it.'' 

^  Mr.  Evans,  2  Pothier  258,  observes,  that  "  a  Welsh  witness,  who  intends  to 
give  unfair  testimony,  always  affects  an  ignorance  of  the  English  language ;  in 

380.  The  uncorroborated  testimony  of  two  accomplices  will  not  sustain  a  ver- 
dict of  guilty :  Johnson  v.  State,  4  Qreene  65.  See  further  as  to  accomplices 
and  the  necessity  that  they  should  be  corroborated :  Phillips  v.  State,  34  Qa. 
502 ;  Sumpter  v.  State,  11  Fla.  247  ;  McKmzie  v.  State,  24  Ark.  636 ;  Benton  v. 
Henry,  2  Cald.  83  j  U,  S,  v.  Harris,  2  Bond  311 ;  Parsons  v.  State,  43  Ga.  197 ; 
Lopez  V.  State,  34  Tex.  133 ;  Pitcher  v.  People,  16  Mich.  142 ;  Montgomery  v. 
Sfaie,  40  Ala.  684  -,  Cummings  v.  State,  4  Kans.  225 ;  State  v.  Moore,  25  Iowa, 
128 ;  State  v.  Potter,  42  Vt.  495 ;  People  v.  Haynes,  55  Barb.  450  ;  38  How.  Pr. 
369  ;  Frazer  v.  PeopU,  54  Barb.  306 ;  Brown  v.  State,  18  Ohio  St.  496  j  Miller  v. 
MiUcr,  20  N.  J.  (Eq.)  2IT) ;  People  v.  Amer,  39  Cal.  403  ;  People  v.  Mdvane^ 
Ibid.  614  ;  State  v.  Litchfield,  58  Me.  267. 
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r*8231  ^^  *^^®  answer ;  precipitancy  in  answer,  without  waiting  to 
hear  or  to  understand  the  nature  of  the  question ;  his 
inability  to  detail  any  circumstances  wherein,  if  his  testimony  were 
untrue  he  would  be  open  to  contradiction,  or  his  forwardness  in 
minutely  detailing  those  where  he  knows  contradiction  to  be  impossi- 
ble ;  an  affectation  of  indifference ;  are  all  to  a  greater  or  less  extent 
obvious  marks  of  insincerity. 

On  the  other  hand,  his  promptness  and  frankness  in  answ^erlng 
questions  without  regard  to  consequences,  and  especially  his  unhesi- 
tating readiness  in  stating  all  the  circumstances  attending  the  trans- 
action, by  which  he  opens  a  wide  field  for  contradiction  if  his  testi- 
mony be  false,  are,  as  well  as  numerous  others  of  a  similar  nature, 
strong  internal  indications  of  his  sincerity.  The  means  thus  afforded 
by  a  vivd  voce  examination,  of  judging  of  the  credit  due  to  witnesses, 
especially  where  their  statements  conflict,  are  of  incalculable  advan- 
tage in  the  investigation  of  truth  ;  they  not  unfrequently  supply  the 
only  true  test  by  which  the  real  characters  of  the  witnesses  can  be 
appreciated.'' 

2d.  Their  ahility.  The  ability  of  a  witness  to  speak  the  truth 
r*ft9^i  °^^^*  ^^  course  depend  on  the  opportunities  which  he  has 
*-         -'   had  of  observing  the  fact,'  the  accuracy  *of  his  powers  of 

consequence  of  which,  the  effect  of  cross^xamination  is  not  only  weakened  by 
the  intervention  of  an  interpreter,  but  the  witness  has  time  to  collect  and  pre- 
pare his  answer.  An  ignorant  witness  will,  however,  frequently  express  himself 
with  doubt  and  hesitation,  out  of  mere  awkwardness,  or  from  superabundant 
caution,  especially  if  he  imagine  that  there  is  any  design  to  entrap  him  into  ex- 
pressions contrary  to  his  real  meaning. 

'*  This  kind  of  hesitation  is  very  general  with  such  persons  when  plied  with 
questions  of  an  hypothetical  nature,  and  when  the  answer  is  not  so  much  an  act 
of  testimony  as  of  reasoning  ;  such  as,  If  it  had  been  so,  must  you  not  have  recol- 
lected, &G,  Where  proof  is  actually  given  of  a  fact  which  a  witness  could  not 
but  know  and  recollect,  his  expressing  himself  with  doubt  and  uncertainty  is  to 
be  regarded  as  an  act  of  wilful  misrepresentation." 

^  Tu  magis  scire  potes  quanta  fides  habenda  sit  testihu^s  quce  et  eujus  digfni- 
talis  et  quantce  cestimationis  sunt  et  qui  simpliciter  visi  sunt  dicere,  utrum 
unum  eundemque  meditaium  sermonem  attulerint,  an  ad  ea  quce  interrogaveras  ex 
tempore  verisimilia  responderint^^  Adrian's  Epistle  to  Varus,  legate  of  Cilicia; 
Ff.  22 ;  5,  3. 

'  When  the  guilt  of  the  prisoner  depends  wholly  on  proof  of  identity,  it  is  im- 
possible to  inquire  too  minutely  into  the  means  and  opportunity  which  the  wit- 
nesses had  of  observing  the  person,  so  as  to  be  able  to  speak  with  certainty. 
Many  instances  have  occurred  in  which  well-intentioned  witnesses  have  sworn 
positively  in  this  respect,  and  yet  have  been  mistaken.  I  have  frequently  heard 
Mr.  J.  Bay  ley  observe  to  juries,  that  fear  has  a  very  different  effect  upon  differ- 
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discerning/  and  the  faithfulness  of  his  memory  in  retaining  the  facts 
once  observed  and  known. 

Where  a  witness  testifies  to  a  fact  which  is  wholly  or  partially  the 
result  of  reason  exercised  upon  particular  circumstances,  it  is  obvious 
that  the  reasons  of  the  witness  for  drawing  that  conclusion  are  of  the 
most  essential  importance  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  his 
conclusion  was  a  correct  one ;  although  it  should  be  borne  in  mind 
that  the  reasons  which  a  witness  gives  for  his  belief  are  those  which 
occur  to  him  upon  his  examination,  and  are  frequently  different  from 
those  which  actually  produced  his  belief  or  opinion. 

These  observations  apply  with  peculiar  force  to  all  questions  of 
skill  and  science,  and  even  to  many  of  mere  ordinary  fact :  thus, 
where  a  witness  is  called  to  state  that  another  witness  is  not  to  be 
believed  upon  his  oath,  his  grounds  for  arriving  at  that  conclusion  are 
of  the  highest  importance.  Where,  on  the  other  hand,  a  witness 
states  the  impression  on  his  senses,  by  any  subject-matter  of  frequent 
experience,  his  reasons  are  of  little  weight ;  he  will  frequently  assign 
a  bad  reason  where  his  knowledge  is  certain. 

The  probability  that  the  witness  had  originally  a  clear  perception 
of  the  fact  and  its  circumstances,  is  strengthened  and  confirmed  by 
the  consideration  that  they  were  of  such  a  nature  as  were  likely  to 
attract  his  attention.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  diminished  by  the 
consideration  *that  the  transaction  was  remote,  and  such  as 
was  not  likely  to  excite  notice  and  observation.*  L         J 

Such  considerations  operate  strongly  where  detailed  evidence  is 
given  of  oral  declarations,  after  the  lapse  of  a  considerable  interval 
of  time.  Every  man's  experience  teaches  him  how  fallible  and 
treacherous  the  human  memory  in  such  cases  is.  In  its  freedom  from 
this  defect  consists  one  great  excellence  of  documentary  evidence, 
and  its  main  superiority  over  that  which  is  merely  oral ;  and  on  this 

ent  persons ;  in  some  it  prevents  the  clear  perception,  whilst  in  others  it  assists 
in  making  an  indelible  impression. 

7  See  Gilb.  Law  of  £v.  151,  2d  ed. 

*  C.  B.  Gilbert,  in  his  Law  of  Evidence  151,  2d  edit.,  says,  ''Another  thing 
that  would  render  his  (a  single  witness's)  testimony  doubtful,  is  the  not  giving 
the  reasons  and  causes  of  his  knowledge ;"  and  again,  ''  The  same  may  be  said 
as  to  persons  who  take  upon  them  to  remember  things  long  since  transacted, 
for  if  the  matter  be  frivolous  they  ought  to  tell  the  causes  of  their  memory, 
otherwise  the  memory  is  little  to  be  accredited ;  for  they  are  rather  to  be  sup- 
posed as  rash  persons  who  take  upon  them  to  swear  what  they  do  not  perfectly 
remember,  than  that  they  are  really  under  the  awe  and  conscience  of  an  oath  ; 
for  there  they  would  be  able  to  tell  the  reason  and  certain  marks  of  their  re- 
membrance.'^     Sed  quasre. 
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principle  it  is,  that  the  law,  out  of  policy,  frequently  deems  mere  oral 
evidence  to  be  too  weak,  and  requires  a  written  voucher  to  prove  the 
fact/ 

Of  all  kinds  of  evidence,  that  of  extra-judicial  and  casual  declara- 
tions is  the  weakest  and  most  unsatisfactory ;  such  words  are  often 
spoken  without  serious  intention,  and  they  are  always  liable  to  be 
mistaken  and  misremembered,  and  their  meaning  is  liable  to  be  mis- 
represented and  exaggerated.^ 

*A  hearer  is  apt  to  clothe  the  ideas  of  the  speaker,  as  he 
L  ^^^J  understands  them,  in  his  own  language,  and  by  this  trans- 
lation the  real  meaning  must  often  be  lost.  A  witness,  too,  who  is 
not  entirely  indifferent  between  the  parties,  will  frequently,  without 
being  conscious  that  he  does  so,  give  too  high  a  coloring  to  what  has 
been  said. 

The  necessity  for  caution  cannot  be  too  strongly  and  emphatically 
impressed,  where  particular  expressions  are  detailed  in  evidence, 
which  were  used  at  a  remote  distance  of  time,  or  to  which  the  atten- 
tion of  the  witnesses  was  not  particularly  called,  or  where  miscon- 
ception was  likely  to  arise  from  their  situation  and  the  circumstances 
under  which  they  were  placed,  or  from  the  prejudice  of  the  witness, 
especially  if  his  object  was  to  extract  an  admission  for  the  purposes 
of  the  cause.^ 

*  See  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  &c. 

^  Finalmente  h  quasi  nulla  la  credibilita  del  testimonio,  quando  si  faccia  delle 
parole  un  delitto,  poich^  il  tuono,  il  gesto,  tutto  oid  che  precede,  e  cid  che  siegue, 
le  differenti  idee,  che  gli  uomini  attacano  alle  stesse  parole,  alterano,  e  modifi- 
cano  in  maniera  i  detti  di  un  uomo,  che  h  quasi  impossibile,  il  ripeterle,  quali 
precisamente  furon  dette.  Di  piCi  le  azioni  violenti,  e  fuori  delP  uso  ordinario, 
quali  sono  i  veri  delitti,la8cian  tracciadi  se  nella  moltitudine  delle  circonstanze, 
e  negli  effetti  che  ne  derivano,  ma  le  parole  non  rimangono  che  nella  memoria 
per  Id  piii  infidele  e  spesso  sedotta  dagU  asooltanti.  Egli  h  adunque  di  gran 
lunga  piCl  facile  una  alunnia  sulle  parole,  che  sulle  azioni  di  un  uoma,  poich^ 
di  queste  quanto  maggior  numero  di  circostanze  si  adducono  in  prova,  tanto 
maggiori  uiezzi  si  sommistrano  al  reo  per  giustificaAii.    Beccaria,  sec.  13. 

I  once  heard  a  learned  judge  (now  no  more),  in  summing  up  on  a  trial  for 
forgery,  inform  the  jury  that  the  prisoner,  in  a  conversation  which  he  had  had 
with  one  of  the  witnesses,  had  said,  "  I  am  the  drawer,  the  acceptor,  and  the 
endorser  of  the  bill :"  whilst  the  learned  judge  was  commenting  on  the  force 
of  these  expressions,  he  was,  at  the  instance  of  the  prisoner,  set  right  as  to  the 
statement  of  the  witness,  which  was,  that  the  prisoner  had  said,  '*  I  know  the 
drawer,  acceptor,  and  the  endorser  of  the  bill."  Had  the  witness,  and  not  the 
judge,  made  the  mistake,  the  consequences  might  have  been  fatal.  The  prisoner 
was  acquitted. 

^  Admitting  evidence  of  loose  conversations  to  revive  an  antiquated  debt, 
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Such  evidence  is  fabricated  easily,  contradicted  with  difficulty. 
In  cases  of  this  kind,  the  conduct  of  the  parties,  and  those  facts  and 
circumstances  of  the  case  which  are  free  from  suspicion,  are  fre- 
quently the  safest  and  surest  guides  to  truth.  Evidence  of  this  nature 
is  of  the  very  *weakest  kind,  where  it  is  doubtful  whether  r*g27"i 
the  party  making  the  admission  knew  his  legal  rights  and 
situation."^ 

3d.  Their  number  and  consistency :  The  testimony  of  a  single  wit- 
ness, where  there  is  no  ground  for  suspecting  either  his  ability  or  his 
integrity,  is  a  sufficient  legal  ground  for  belief;  that  it  is  strong 
enough  to  produce  actual  belief,  every  man's  experience  will  vouch. 

It  has  been  alleged®  that  two  witnesses  are  essential  to  convict  a 
man  of  crime ;  for  if  there  be  but  one,  it  is  no  more  than  the  asser- 
tion of  one  man  against  that  of  another. 

It  is  not  easy  to  comprehend  ht«w  the  mere  denial  of  guilt  by  an 
accused  person,  whose  life  may  depend  upon  the  credit  attached  to 
that  denial,  is  to  be  placed  in  competition  with  the  testimony  of  a  wit- 
ness examined  upon  oath.  According  to  this  species  of  logic,  if  six 
men  were  to  commit  a  crime,  it  would  require  the  testimony  of  at' 
least  seven  witnesses  to  convict  them  upon  their  joint  trial.' 

which  would  otherwise  have  been  barred  by  lapse  of  time ;  (see  the  observations 
of  the  court,  4  B.  &  A.  571 ;)  or  to  render  a  party  liable  for  a  debt  contracted 
in  infancy,  was  considered  so  objectionable  that  it  led  to  the  statute  9  Qeo.  IV. 
c.  14,  ss.  1,  5. 

^  As  where,  in  a  settlement  case,  the  declaration  of  an  inhabitant  is  given  in 
evidence ;  or  a  party  makes  admissions  involving  matter  of  law  as  well  as  mat- 
ter of  fact;  as  in  reference  to  marriage :  see  tit.  Marriage,  Polygauv.  ^  Or  a 
discharge  under  an  Insolvent  Act:  Summersett  v.  Adamson,  1  Bing.  (8  E.  C 
L  R.)  73 ;  but  see  Scott  v.  Clare,  3  Gamp.  236 ;  and  Slatterie  v.  Pooley,  6  M.  & 
W.  664. 

®  Montesquieu,  Sp.  of  Laws,  b.  12,  c.  3. 

'  The  civil  law  requires  proof  by  two  witnesses,  according  to  its  universal 
maxim,  "  Uniits  responsio  testis  omnino  non  audiatury  Sir  W.  Blackstone 
observes,  3  Comm.  370,  that  to  extricate  itself  out  of  one  absurdity,  the  practice 
of  the  civil  law  courts  plunged  itself  into  another.  For  as  they  do  not  allow  a 
less  number  than  two  witnesses  to  be  plena  probatio,  they  call  the  testimony  of 
one  semiplena  probatio  only,  on  which  no  sentence  can  be  founded :  to  make 
up,  therefore,  the  necessary  complement  of  witness,  where  they  had  one  only 
to  a  single  fact,  they  permitted  the  party  himself,  plaintiff  or  defendant,  to  be 
examined  on  his  own  behalf,  and  administered  to  him  what  is  called  the  sup- 
pletory  oath  •,  and  if  his  oath  happened  to  be  in  his  own  favor,  this  immediately 
converted  the  half  proof  into  a  whole  one.  Now,  however,  the  party  is  a  per- 
fectly competent  witness  in  all  courts,  though  the  weight  which  should  attach 
to  his  testimony  must  be  for  the  court  or  jury  to  weigh.      It  might  perhaps  be 
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r*8281  *But  although  the  testimony  of  a  single  witness,  whose 
credit  is  untainted,  be  sufficient  to  warrant  a  conviction,  even 
in  a  criminal  case,  yet  undoubtedly  any  additional  and  concurrent 
testimony  adds  greatly  to  the  credibility  of  testimony,  in  all  cases 
where  it  labors  under  doubt  or  suspicion  :  for  then  an  opportunity  is 
aflForded  of  comparing  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  on  minute  and 
collateral  points,  on  which,  if  they  were  the  witnesses  of  truth,  their 
testimony  would  agree,  but  if  they  were  false  witnesses,  would  be 
likely  to  diflFer.* 

Where  direct  testimony  is  opposed  by  conflicting  evidence  or  by 
ordinary  experience,  or  by  the  probabilities  supplied  by  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  the  consideration  of  the  number  of  witnesses  be- 
comes most  material.  It  is  more  improbable  that  a  number  of  wit- 
nesses should  be  mistaken,  or  that  they  should  have  conspired  to 
commit  a  fraud  by  direct  perjury  than  that  one  or  a  few  should  be 
mistaken,  or  wilfully  perjured.  In  the  next  place,  not  only  must  the 
difficulty  of  procuring  a  number  of  false  witnesses  be  greatly  increased 
in  proportion  to  the  number,  but  the  danger  and  risk  of  detection 
must  be  increased  in  a  far  higher  proportion  ;  for  the  points  on  which 
their  false  statements  may  be  compared  with  each  other,  and  with 
ascertained  facts,  must  necessarily  be  greatly  multiplied. 
r*fi2Ql  *The  couBistency  of  testimony  is  also  a  strong  and  most 
important  test  for  judging  of  the  credibility  of  witnesses. 
Where  several  witnesses  bear  testimony  to  the  same  transaction,  and 
concur  in  their  statement  of  a  series  of  particular  circumstances,  and 
the  order  in  which  they  occurred,  such  coincidences  exclude  all  ap- 
prehension of  mere  chance  and  accident,  and  can  be  accounted  for 
only  by  one  or  other  of  two  suppositions ;  either  the  testimony  is 
true,  or  the  coincidences  are  the  result  of  concert  and  conspiracy. 
If,  therefore,  the  independency  of  the  witnesses  be  proved,  and  the 
supposition  of  previous  conspiracy  be  disproved,  or  rendered  highly 
improbable,  to  the  same  extent  will  the  truth  of  their  testimony  be 
established.^ 

well,  if)  as  a  general  rule,  where  other  evidence  is  procarable,  the  evidence  of 
the  party  was  merely  regarded  as  supple  tor j.  The  instances  of  perjury  and 
treason  are  exceptions  to  the  rule  of  the  common  law  requiring  only  one  wit- 
ness; the  former,  upon  grounds  of  strict  principle,  for  there  the  oath  of  one 
witness  is  opposed  to  the  oath  of  another  witness ;  and,  in  the  latter,  as  a  mere 
rule  of  policy  devised  for  protecting  the  liberty  of  the  subject. 

>  Quia  a  cordaio  judiee  mendacia  testium  deprekendi  possuntj  si  diversi  inter' 
rogantur  cum  contra  unu^  facile  aibi  constare  possit :  Puffendorf  568. 

^  See  Lord  Mansfield's  remarks  in  R,  v.  Genge,  Gowp.  16.     '*  It  is  objected 
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So  far  does  this  principle  extend,  that  in  many  cases,  except  for 
the  purpose  of  repelling  the  suspicion  of  fraud  and  concert,  the  credit 
of  the  witnesses  themselves  for  honesty  and  veracity  may  become 
wholly  immaterial.  Where  it  is  once  established  that  the  witnesses 
to  a  transaction  are  not  acting  in  concert,  then,  although  individually 
■they  should  be  unworthy  of  credit,  yet  if  the  coincidences  in  their 
testimony  be  too  numerous  to  be  attributed  to  mere  accident,  they 
cannot  possibly  be  explained  on  any  other  supposition  than  that  of 
the  truth  of  their  statement. 

The  considerations  which  tend  to  negative  an  j  suspicion  of  concert 
and  collusion  between  the  witnesses,  are  either  extrinsic  of  their  tes* 
timony;  such,  for  instance,  as  relate  to  their  character,  situation, 
their  remoteness  from^each  other,  the  absence  of  previous  intercourse 
with  each  other  or  with  the  parties,  and  of  all  interest  in  the  subject- 
matter  of  litigation ;  or  they  arise  internally,  from  a  minute  and 
critical  examination  and  comparison  of  the  testimony  itself. 

*The  nature  of  such  coincidences  is  most  important :  are 
they  natural  ones,  which  bear  not  the  marks  of  artifice  and  *-  J 
premeditation  ?  Do  they  occur  in  points  obviously  material,  or  in 
minute  and  remote  points  which  are  not  likely  to  be  material,  or  in 
matters  the  importance  of  which  could  not  have  been  foreseen  ?  The 
number  of  such  coincidences  is  also  worthy  of  the  most  attentive  con- 
sideration :  human  cunning,  to  a  certain  extent,  may  fabricate  coin- 
cidences, even  with  regard  to  minute  points,  the  more  effectually  to 
deceive;  but  the  coincidences  of  art  and  invention  are  necessarily 
circumscribed  and  limited,  whilst  those  of  truth  are  indefinite  and 
unlimited :  the  witnesses  of  art  will  be  copious  in  their  detail  of  cir- 
cumstances, as  far  as  their  provision  extends;  beyond  this  they 
will  be  sparing  and  reserved,  for  fear  of  detection,  and  thus  their 
testimony  will  not  be  even  and  consistent  throughout:  but  the 
witnesses  of  truth  will  be  equally  ready  and  equally  copious  upon 
all  points.  ' 

It  is  here  to  be  observed,  that  partial  variances  in  the  testimony 
of  different  witnesses,  on  minute  and  collateral  points,  although  they 
frequently  afford  the  adverse  advocate  a  topic  for  copious  observation, 
are  of  little  importance,  unless  they  be  of  too  prominent  and  striking 
a  nature  to  be  ascribed  to  mere  inadvertence,  inattention,  or  defect 
of  memory. 

that  these  books  are  of  no  authority ;  bat  if  both  the  reporters  were  the  worst 
that  ever  reported,  if  substantially  they  report  a  case  in  the  same  way,  it  is 
demonstrative  of  the  truth  of  what  they  report,  or  they  could  not  agree." 
48 
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It  has  been  well  remarked  by  a  great  observer,*  that 
•-  J  *"the  usual  character  of  human  testimony  is  substantial 
truth  under  circumstantial  variety/*  It  so  rarely  happens  that  wit- 
nesses of  the  same  transaction  perfectly  and  entirely  agree  in  all 
points  connected  with  it,  that  an  entire  and  complete  coincidence  in 
every  particular,  so  far  from  strengthening  their  credit,  not  unfre- 
quently  engenders  a  suspicion  of  practice  and  concert. 

The  real  question  must  always  be  whether  the  points  of 
*        ^-^    variance  and  of  discrepancy  be  of  so  strong  and  decisive  *a 

*  *^  I  know  not  (Bay#  Dr.  Palej)  a  more  rash  or  un philosophical  conduct  of 
the  understanding  than  to  reject  the  substance  of  a  story  by  reason  of  some 
diversity  in  the  circumstances  with  which  it  is  related.  The  usual  character  of 
human  testimony  is  substantial  truth  under  circumstantial  variety.  This  is 
what  the  daily  experience  of  courts  of  justice  teaches.  When  accounts  of  a 
transaction  come  from  the  mouths  of  different  witnesses  it  is  seldom  that  it  is 
not  possible  to  pick  out  apparent  or  real  inconsistencies  between  them.  These 
inconsistencies  are  studiously  displayed  by  an  adverse  pleader,  but  oftentimes 
with  little  impression  upon  the  minds  of  the  judges.  On  the  contrary,  a  close 
and  minute  agreement  induces  the  suspicion  of  confederacy  and  fraud.  When 
written  histories  touch  upon  the  same  scenes  of  action,  the  comparison  almost 
always  affords  ground  for  a  like  reflection.  Numerous  and  sometimes  important 
variations  present  themselves ;  not  seldom,  also,  absolute  and  final  contradic- 
tions ;  yet  neither  the  one  nor  the  other  are  deemed  sufficient  to  shake  the 
credibility  of  the  main  fact.  The  embassy  of  the  Jews  to  deprecate  the  execu- 
tion of  Claudius's  order  to  place  his  statue  in  their  temple,  Ptiilo  places  in  har- 
vest, Josephus  in  seed-time ;  both  contemporary  writers.  No  reader  is  led  by 
their  inconsistency  to  doubt  whether  such  an  embassy  was  sent,  or  whether 
such  an  order  was  given.  Our  own  history  supplies  examples  of  the  same  kind: 
in  the  account  of  the  Marquis  of  Argyle's  death,  in  the  reign  of  Charles  the 
Second,  we  have  a  very  remarkable  contradiction.  Lord  Clarendon  relates  that 
he  was  condemned  to  be  hanged,  which  was  performed  on  the  same  day ;  on  the 
contrary,  Burnet,  Woodrow,  Heath,  and  £chard  concur  in  stating  that  he  was 
beheaded,  and  that  he  was  condemned  upon  the  Saturday  and  executed  upon 
the  Monday.  Was  any  reader  of  English  history  ever  sceptic  enough  to  raise 
a  doubt  whether  he  was  executed  or  not?" 

It  may  not,  perhaps,  be  deemed  irrelevant  to  mention  a  circuit  anecdote  in 
illustration  of  the  foregoing  observations.  Not  long  before  the  death  of  Mr. 
Justice  Le  Blanc,  and  whilst  he  was  presiding  as  one  of  the  judges  of  assize  at 
Lancaster,  he  had  a  fainting  fit.  Some  time  afterwards,  the  circumstance  being 
the  topic  of  conversation  amongst  a  considerable  number  of  the  members  of 
the  bar  who  had  been  present,  a  doubt  was  started,  whether  the  fact  had  taken 
place  in  the  ordinary  Civil  Court  or  in  the  Crown  Court,  in  which  civil  causes 
were  usually  tried  after  the  termination  of  the  business  on  the  crown  side ;  and 
those  who  had  been  actual  spectators  were  divided  as  to  their  recollection  in 
which  of  the  two  courts  the  circumstance  had  occurred,  many  asserting  that  it 
took  place  in  the  one  court,  and  nearly  as  many  that  it  occurred  in  the  other 
court. 
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nature  as  to  render  it  impossible,  or  at  least  difficult,  to  attribute  them 
to  the  ordinary  sources  of  such  varieties,  inattention  or  want  of 
memory. 

It  would,  theoretically  speaking,  be  improper  to  omit  to  observe 
that  the  weight  and  force  of  the  united  testimony  of  numbers,  upon 
abstract  mathematical  principles,  increases  in  a  higher  ratio  than  that 
of  the  mere  number  of  such  witnesses. 

Upon  those  principles,  if  definite  degrees  of  probability  could  be 
assigned  to  the  testimony  of  each  witness,  the  resulting  probability 
in  favor  of  their  united  testimony  would  be  obtained,  not  by  the  mere 
addition  of  the  numbers  expressing  the  several  probabilities,  but  by  a 
process  of  multiplication. 

Such  considerations,  however,  are  of  little  practical  importance. 
The  maxim  of  law  is  ponderantur  testes^  nan  numerantur.  No  defi- 
nite degrees  of  probability  can  in  practice  be  assigned  to  the  testi- 
monies of  witnesses;  their  credibility  usually  depends  upon  the 
special  circumstances  attending  each  particular  case,  upon  their  con- 
nection  with  the  parties  and  the  subject-matter  of  litigation,  their 
previous  characters,  the  manner  of  delivering  their  evidence,  and 
many  other  circumstances,  by  a  careful  consideration  of  which  the 
value  of  their  testimony  is  usually  so  well  ascertained  as  to  leave  no 
room  for  mere  numerical  comparison. 

In  some  instances,  nevertheless,  where  from  paucity  of  circum- 
stances, the  usual  means  of  judging  of  the  credit  due  to  conflicting 
witnesses  fail,  it  is  possible  that  the  abstract  principles  adverted 
to  may  operate  by  way  of  approximation,  especially  in  those  cases 
where  the  decision  is  to  depend  upon  the  mere  preponderance  of 
evidence. 

4th.  The  conformity/  of  their  testimony  with  experience :  As  one 
principal  ground  of  faith  in  human  testimony  is  experience,  it  neces- 
sarily follows  that  such  testimony  is  strengthened  or  weakened  by 
its  conformity  or  inconsistency  with  our  previous  knowledge  and  ex- 
perience. A  *man  easily  credits  a  witness  who  states  that 
to  have  happened  which  he  himself  has  known  to  happen  ^  ^ 
under  similar  circumstances ;  he  may  still  believe,  although  he  should 
not  have  had  actual  experience  of  similar  facts;  but  where,  as  in  the 
familiar  instance  stated  by  Mr.  Locke,^  that  is  asserted  which  is  not 

'  Yol.  II.,  p.  276.  "  The  Dutch  ambassador  told  the  king  of  Slam  that  in  his 
country  the  water  was  so  hard  in  cold  weather,  that  it  would  bear  an  elephant  if 
he  were  there.  The  king  replied,  Hitherto  I  have  believed  the  strange  things 
yon  told  me,  because  I  looked  upon  you  as  a  sober,  fair  man,  but  now  I  am  sure 
you  lie." 
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only  unsupported  by  common  experience,  but  contrary  to  it,  belief  is 
slow  and  difficult. 

In  ordinary  cases,  if  a  witness  was  to  state  that  which  was  incon- 
sistent with  the  known  course  of  nature,  or  even  with  the  operation 
of  the  common  principles  by  which  the  conduct  of  mankind  is  usually 
governed,  he  would  probably  be  disbelieved ;  for  it  might  be  more 
probable  in  the  particular  instance  that  the  witness  was  mistaken,  or 
meant  to  deceive,  than  that  such  an  anomaly  had  really  occurred. 
But  although  the  improbability  of  testimony,  with  reference  to  ex- 
perience, affords  a  just  and  rational  ground  for  doubt,  the  very  illus* 
tration  cited  by  Locke  shows  that  mere  improbability  is  by  no  means 
a  certain  test  for  trying  the  credibility  of  testimony,  without  regard 
to  the  number,  consistency,  character,  independence  and  situation 
of  the  witnesses,  and  the  collatcfral  circumstances  which  tend  to  con- 
firm their  statement.*'  In  ordinary  *cases  where  a  witness 
L         J    stands  wholly  unimpeached  by  any  extrinsic  circumstances, 

^  In  observing  upon  the  general  principles  on  which  the  credibility  of  human 
testimony  rests,  it  may  not  be  irrelevant  to  advert  to  the  summary  positions  on 
this  subject  advanced  by  Mr.  Hume.  He  says,  in  his  Essay,  vol.  2,  sec.  10,  **A 
miracle  is  a  violation  of  the  laws  of  nature  ;  and  as  a  firm  and  unalterable  expe- 
rience has  established  these  laws,  the  proof  against  a  miracle,  from  the  very 'na- 
ture of  the  fact,  is  as  entire  as  any  argument  from  experience  can  possibly  be 
imagined."  As  a  matter  of  abstract  philosophical  consideration  (for  in  that 
point' of  view  only  can  the  subject  be  adverted  to  in  a  work  like  this).  Mr. 
Hume's  reasoning  appears  to  be  altogether  untenable.  In  the  first  place,  the 
very  basis  of  his  inference  is  that  faith  in  human  testimony  is  founded  solely 
upon  experience :  this  is  by  no  means  the  fact ;  the  credibility  of  testimony 
frequently  depends  upon  the  exercise  of  reason,  on  the  effect  of  coincidences  in 
testimony,  which,  if  collusion  be  excluded,  cannot  be  accounted  for  but  upon 
the  supposition  that  the  testimony  of  concurring  witnesses  is  true  ;  so  much  so, 
that  their  individual  character  for  veracity  is  frequently  but  of  secondary  im- 
portance, supra,  p.  829.  Its  credibility  also  greatly  depends  upon  confirmation 
by  collateral  circumstances,  and  on  analogies  supplied  by  the  aid  of  reason  as 
well  as  of  mere  experience.  But  even  admitting  experience  to  be  the  basis,  the 
sole  basis,  of  such  belief,  the  position  built  upon  it  is  unwarrantable,  and  it  is 
fallacious,  for  if  adopted  it  would  lead  to  error.  The  position  is,  that  human 
testimony,  the  force  of  which  rests  upon  experience,  is  inadequate  to  prove  a 
violation  of  the  laws  of  nature,  which  are  established  by  firm  and  unalterable  ex- 
perience. The  very  essence  of  the  argument  is,  that  the  force  of  human  testi- 
mony (the  e£Bcacy  of  which  in  the  abstract  is  admitted)  is  destroyed  by  an  oppo- 
site, conflicting,  and  superior  force,  derived  also  from  experience.  If  this  were 
so,  the  argument  would  be  invincible;  but  the  question  is,  whether  mere  previ- 
ous inexperience  of  an  event  testified  is  directly  opposed  to  human  testimony,  so 
that  mere  experience  as  strongly  proves  that  the  thing  is  not  as  previous  experi- 
ence of  the  credibility  of  human  testimony  proves  that  it  is.    Now  a  miracle,  or 
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credit  ought  to  be  given  to  his  *testimony,  unless  it  be  so    r*oor-i 
grossly  improbable  as  to  satisfy  the  jury  that  he  is  not  to  be 

yiolation  of  the  laws  of  nature,  can  mean  nothing  more  than  an  event  or  effect 
never  observed  before,  and  to  the  production  of  which  the  known  laws  of  nature 
are  inadequate ;  and  on  the  other  hand,  an  event  or  effect  in  nature  never  ob- 
served before  is  a  violation  of  the  laws  of  nature  :  Thus,  to  take  Mr.  Hume^s  own 
example,  "  it  is  a  miracle  that  a  dead  man  should  come  to  life,  because  that  has 
neoer  been  observed  in  any  age  or  country  -,^'  probably  in  the  same  sense,  the 
production  of  a  new  metal  from  potash  by  means  of  a  powerful  and  newly  dis- 
covered agent  in  nature,  and  the  first  observed  descent  of  meteoric  stones  were 
violations  of  the  law  of  nature ;  they  were  events  which  had  never  before  been 
observed,  and  to  the  production  of  which  the  known  laws  of  nature  were  inade- 
quate. But  none  of  these  events  can,  with  the  least  propriety,  be  said  to  be 
against  or  contrary  to  the  laws  of  nature,  in  any  other  sense  than  that  they  have 
never  before  been  observed,  and  that  the  laws  of  nature,  as  far  as  they  were 
previously  known,  were  inadequate  to  their  production.  The  proposition  of  Mr. 
Hume  ought  then  to  be  stated  thus :  human  testimony  is  founded  on  experience, 
and  is  therefore  inadequate  to  prove  that  of  which  there  has  been  no  previous 
experience.  Now  whether  it  be  plain  and  self-evident  that  the  mere  negation  of 
experience  of  a  particular  fact  necessarily  destroys  all  faith  in  the  testimony  of 
those  who  assert  the  fact  to  be  true ;  or  whether,  on  the  other  hand,  this  be  not 
to  confound  the  principle  of  belief  with  the  subject-matter  to  which  it  is  to  be 
applied,  and  whether  it  be  not  plainly  contrary  to  reason  to  infer  the  destruction 
of  an  active  principle  of  belief  from  the  mere  negation  of  experience,  which  is 
perfectly  consistent  with  the  just  operation  of  that  principle  )  whether,  in  short, 
this  be  not  to  assume  broadly  that  mere  inexperience  on  the  one  hand  is  necessa- 
rily superior  to  positive  experience  on  the  other,  must  be  left  to  every  man^s 
understanding  to  decide.  The  inferiority  of  mere  negative  evidence  to  that 
which  is  direct  and  positive,  is,  it  will  be  seen,  a  consideration  daily  acted  upon 
in  judicial  investigations.  Negative  evidence  is,  in  the  abstract,  inferior  to  posi- 
tive, because  the  negative  is  not  directly  opposed  to  the  positive  testimony  *,  both 
may  be  true.  Must  not  this  consideration  also  operate  where  there  is  mere  in- 
experience, on  the  one  hand,  of  an  event  in  nature,  and  positive  testimony  of  the 
fact  on  the  other?  Again,  what  are  the  laws  of  nature,  established  by  firm  and 
unalterable  experience?  That  there  may  be,  and  are,  general  and  even  unalter- 
able laws  of  Providence  and  nature,  may  readily  be  admitted  ;  but  that  human 
knowledge  and  experience  of  those  laws  is  unalterable  (which  alone  can  be  the 
test  of  exclusion)  is  untrue,  except  in  a  very  limited  sense ;  that  is,  it  may  fairly 
be  assumed  that  a  law  of  nature  once  known  to  operate  will  always  operate  in  a 
similar  manner,  unless  its  operation  be  impeded  or  counteracted  by  a  new  and 
contrary  cause.  In  a  larger  sense,  the  laws  of  nature  are  continually  alterable : 
as  experiments  are  more  frequent,  more  perfect,  and  as  new  phenomena  are 
observed,  and  new  causes  or  agents  are  discovered,  human  experience  of  the  laws 
of  nature  becomes  more  general  and  more  perfect  How  much  more  extended 
and  perfect,  for  instance,  are  the  laws  which  regulate  chemical  attractions  and 
affinities  than  they  were  two  centuries  ago !  And  it  is  probable  that  in  future 
ages  experience  of  the  laws  of  nature  will  be  more  perfect  than  it  is  at  present ; 
it  is,  in  short,  impossible  to  define  to  what  extent  such  knowledge  may  be  car- 
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r^cno/*-!   trasted.     Thus,  notwithstanding  *the  general  presumption  of 
law  in  favor  of  innocence,  a  defendant  may  be  convicted  of  a 

ried,  or  whether,  ultimately,  the  whole  may  not  be  resolvable  into  principles  ad- 
mitting of  no  other  explanation  than  that  they  result  immediately  from  the  will 
of  a  superior  Being.  This  at  all  events  is  certain,  that  the  laws  of  nature,  as  in- 
ferred by  the  aid  of  experience,  have  from  time  to  time,  by  the  aid  of  experience, 
been  rendered  more  general  and  more  perfect.  Experience,  then,  so  far  from 
pointing  out  any  unalterable  laws  of  nature,  to  the  exclusion  of  events  or  phe- 
nomena which  have  never  before  been  experienced,  and  which  cannot  be  ac- 
counted for  by  the  laws  already  observed,  shows  the  very  contrary,  and  proves 
that  such  new  events  or  phenomena  may  become  the  foundation  of  more  enlarged, 
more  general,  and  therefore  more  perfect  laws.  But  whose  experience  is  to  be 
the  test?  That  of  the  objector ;  for  the  very  nature  of  the  objection  excludes 
all  light  from  the  experience  of  the  rest  of  mankind.  The  credibility,  then,  of 
human  testimony  is  to  depend  not  on  any  intrinsic  or  collateral  considerations 
which  can  give  credit  to  testimony,  but  upon  the  casual  and  previous  knowledge 
of  the  person  to  whom  the  testimony  is  offered  ;  in  other  words,  it  is  plain  that 
a  man^s  scepticism  must  bear  a  direct  proportion  to  his  ignorance.  Again,  if 
Mr.  Hume's  inference  be  just,  the  consequences  to  which  it  leads  cannot  be 
erroneous :  on  the  other  hand,  if  it  lead  to  error,  the  inference  must  be  falla- 
cious. The  position  is,  that  human  testimony  is  inadequate  to  prove  that  which 
has  never  been  observed  before :  and  this,  by  proviilg  far  too  much  for  the  au- 
thor's purpose,  is  ftlo  de  se,  and  in  effect  proves  nothing ;  for  if  constant  inex- 
perience amount  to  stronger  evidence  on  the  one  side  than  is  supplied  by  posi- 
tive testimony  on  the  other,  the  argument  applies  necessarily  to  all  cases  where 
mere  constant  inexperience  on  the  one  hand  is  opposed  to  positive  testimony  on 
the  other.  According,  then,  to  this  argument,  every  philosopher  was  bound  to 
reject  the  testimony  of  witnesses  that  they  had  seen  the  descent  of  meteoric 
stones,  and  even  acted  contrary  to  sound  reason  in  attempting  to  account  for  a 
fact  disproved  by  constant  inexperience,  and  would  have  been  equally  foolish 
in  giving  credit  to  a  chemist  that  he  had  produced  a  metal  from  potash  by  means 
of  a  galvanic  battery.  It  will  not,  I  apprehend,  be  doubted,  that  in  these  and 
similar  instances  the  effect  of  Mr.  Hume's  argument  would  have  been  to  exclude 
testimony  which  was  true,  and  to  induce  false  conclusions  ;  the  principle,  there- 
fore, on  which  it  is  founded,  must  of  necessity  be  fallacious.  Nay,  further,  if 
the  testimony  of  others  is  to  be  rejected,  however  unlikely  they  were  either  to 
deceive  or  be  deceived,  on  the  mere  ground  of  inexperience  of  the  fact  testified, 
the  same  argument  might  be  urged  .even  to  the  extravagant  length  of  excluding 
the  authority  of  man's  own  senses ;  for  it  might  be  said,  that  it  is  more 
probable  that  he  should  have  labored  under  some  mental  delusion,  than 
that  a  fact  should  have  happened  contrary  to  constant  experience  of  the  course 
of  nature. 

In  stating  that  the  inference  attempted  to  be  drawn  from  mere  inexperience 
is  fallacious,  I  mean  not  to  assert  that  the  absence  of  previous  experience  of  a 
particular  factor  phenomenon  is  not  of  the  highest  importance  to  be  weighed  as 
a  circumstance  in  all  investigations,  whether  they  be  physical,  judicial,  or  his- 
torical :  the  more  remote  the  subject  of  testimony  is  from  our  own  knowledge 
and  experience,  the  stronger  ought  the  evidence  to  be  to  warrant  our  assent^ 
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heinous  and  even  improbable  crime  upon  the  testimony  of  a  single 
witness. 

♦As  experience  shows  that  events  frequently  occur  which  r^ooT-i 
would  antecedently  have  been  considered  most  improbable, 
from  their  inconsistency  with  ordinary  experience,  and  as  r^cooo-i 
♦their  improbability  usually  arises  from  want  of  a  more 
intimate  and  correct  knowledge  of  the  causes  which  produced  them, 
mere  improbability  can  rarely  supply  a  sufficient  ground  for  disbe- 
lieving direct  and  unexceptionable  witnesses  of  the  fact,  where  there 
was  no  room  for  mistake. 

5th.  Conformity  with  collateral  circumstances:  Direct  testimony 
is  not  only  capable  of  being  strengthened  or  weakened  to  an  indefinite 
extent  by  its  conformity  on  the  one  hand,  or  inconsistency  on  the 
other,  with  circumstances  collateral  to  the  disputed  fact,  but  may  be 
totally  rebutted  by  means  of  such  evidence.  A  claimant,  after  his 
case  was  referred  to  by  the  House  of  Lords  and  evidence  taken  on  it, 
presented  an  additional  case,  alleging  an  inscription  on  a  tombstone 
in  a  churchyard  in  Ireland,  which  if  proved  would  sustain  the  claim. 

Neither  is  it  meant  to  deny  that,  in  particular  instances,  and  under  particular 
circumstances,  the  want  or  absence  of  previous  experience  may  not  be  too 
strong  for  positive  testimony,  especially  where  it  otherwise  labors  under  sus- 
picion. What  is  meant  is  this,  that  mere  inexperience,  however  constant,  is  not 
in  itself,  and  in  the  abstract,  and  without  consideration  of  all  the  internal  and 
external  probabilities  in  favor  of  human  testimony,  sufficient  to  defeat  and 
to  destroy  it,  so  as  to  supersede  the  necessity  of  investigation.  Mr.  Ilume^s 
conclusion  is  highly  objectionable  in  a  philosophical  point  of  view,  inasmuch 
as  it  would  leave  phenomena  of  the  most  remarkable  nature  wholly  unexplained, 
and  would  operate  to  the  utter  exclusion  of  all  inquiry.  Estoppels  are  odious, 
even  in  judicial  investigations,  because  they  tend  to  exclude  the  truth ;  in 
metaphysics  they  are  intolerable.  So  conscious  was  Mr.  Hume  himself  of  the 
weakness  of  his  general  and  sweeping  position,  that  in  the  second  part  of  his 
lOth  section  he  limits  his  inference  in  these  remarkable  terms :  "I  beg  the 
limitations  here  made  may  be  remarked,  when  I  say  that  a  miracle  can  never 
be  proved  so  as  to  be  the  foundation  of  a  system  of  religion  *,  for  I  own  that 
otherwise  there  may  possibly  be  miracles  or  violations  of  the  usual  course  of 
nature  of  such  a  kind  as  to  admit  of  proof  from  human  testimony, ^^ 

In  what  way  the  use  to  be  mode  of  a  fact  when  proved  can  affect  the  validity 
of  the  proof,  or  how  it  can  be  that  a  fact  proved  to  be  true  is  not  true  for  all 
purposes  to  which  it  is  relevant,  I  pretend  not  to  understand.  Whether  a 
miracle,  when  proved,  may  be  the  foundation  of  a  system  of  religion  is  foreign 
to  the  present  discussion ;  but  when  it  is  once  admitted  that  a  miracle  may  he 
proved  by  human  testimony,  it  necessarily  follows,  from  Mr.  Hume's  own  con- 
cession, that  his  general  position  is  untenable  *,  for  that,  if  true,  goes  to  the 
fall  extent  of  proving  that  human  testimony  is  inadequate  to  the  proof  of  a 
miracle,  or  violation  of  the  laws  of  nature. 
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It  could  not  be  produced.  Several  witnesses  from  the  neighborhood 
swore  that  they  saw  the  tombstone  and  inscription  about  twenty  years 
ago.  There  was  no  discrepancy  in  their  statements,  and  no  witnesses 
called  to  contradict  them.  The  House  held,  that  the  evidence  of  the 
existence  of  the  tombstone  and  of  the  inscription  was  not  sufficient ; 
and  that  the  neglect  of  the  claimant  to  produce  the  evidence  earlier 
raised  suspicions,  which  would  only  be  removed  by  producing  the 
stone,  or  calling  witnesses  of  greater  credit  from  the  neighborhood.^ 
These  positions  lead  immediately  to  an  inquiry  into  the  nature  and 
force  of  indirect  or  circumstantial  evidence. 

Secondly.  Indirect  or  circumstantial  evidence,  or,  as  it  is  fre- 
quently termed,  presumptive  evidence.  Any  evidence  which  is  not 
direct  and  positive""  is  of  this  class. ^ 

r-^ijoqq-i  *-A.n  inference  or  conclusion  from  circumstantial  or  pre- 
sumptive evidence,  may  be  either  the  pure  result  of  pre- 
vious experience  of  the  ordinary  or  necessary  connection  between  the 
known  or  admitted  facts »•  and  the  fact  inferred;  or  of  reason  exer- 
cised upon  the  facts ;  or  of  both  reason  and  experience  conjointly. 
And  hence  such  an  inference  or  conclusion  differs  from  a  presump- 
tion, although  the  latter  term  has  sometimes,  yet  not  with  strict  pro- 
priety, been  used  in  the  same  extended  sense ;  for  a  presumption  in 
strictness  is  an  inference  as  to  the  existence  of  one  fact,  from  a 
knowledge  of  the  existence  of  some  other  fact,  made  solely  by  virtue 
of  previous  experience  of  the  ordinary  connection  between  the  known 
and  inferred  facts,  and  independently  of  any  process  of  reason  in 
the  particular  instance." 

The  consideration  of  the  nature  of  circumstantial  evidence,  and 
of  the  principles  on  which  it  is  founded,  merits  the  most  profound 
attention.     It  is  essential  to  the  well-being  at  least,  if  not  to  the 

*  Tracy  Peerage  case,  10  CI.  &  P.  154. 

^  For  a  more  copioas  statement  of  the  principles  on  which  the  force  of  cir- 
cumstantial evidence  depends,  illustrated  by  numerous  cases,  the  reader  is 
referred  to  a  very  interesting  book,  entitled  *'An  Essay  on  the  Rationale  of 
Circumstantial  Evidence,*'  by  Mr.  Wills,  and  to  Mr.  Best's  able  book  on 
"  Presumptions." 

^  See  supra,  Presuhftions. 

^  As  to  circumstantial  evidence  in  criminal  cases,  see  State  v.  Coleman^  22  La. 
Ann.  455 ;  PeopU  v.  Phipps,  39  Cal.  326 ;  Pitts  v.  State,  43  Miss.  472 ;  State  v. 
Van  Winkle,  6  Nev.  340 ;  U.  S,  v.  Islu  de  Cuba,  2  Cliff.  295.  Circumstantial 
proof,  which  loses  nothing  by  the  lapse  of  time,  may  preponderate  over  the 
recollection  of  one  credible  witness  after  the  lapse  of  seventeen  years:  Ridley's 
AdmWs  V.  Ridley,  1  Cald.  323. 
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very  existence  of  civil  society,  that  it  should  be  understood,  that  the 
secrecy  with  ivhich  crimes  are  committed  will  not  insure  impunity  to 
the  offender.  At  the  same  time  it  is  to  be  emphatically  remarked, 
that  in  no  case,  and  upon  no  principle,  can  the  policy  of  preventing 
crimes,  and  protecting  society,  warrant  any  inference  which  is  not 
founded  on  the  most  full  and  certain  conviction  of  the  truth  of  the  fact, 
independently  of  the  nature  of  the  offence,  and  of  all  extrinsic  con- 
siderations whatsoever.  Circumstantial  evidence  is  allowed  to  pre- 
vail to  the  conviction  of  an  offender,  not  because  it  is  necessary 
and  politic  that  it  should  be  resorted  to,"*  but  ^because  it  is  r-^r.^^^-^ 
in  its  own  nature  capable  of  producing  the  highest  degree  of  *-  -^ 
moral  certainty  in  its  application.  Fortunately  for  the  interests  of 
society,  crimes,  especially  those  of  great  enormity  and  violence,  can 
rarely  be  committed  without  affording  vestiges  by  which  the  offender 
may  be  traced  and  ascertained.^  The  very  measures  which  he  adopts 
for  his  security  not  unfrequently  turn  out  to  be  the  most  cogent  argu- 

^  It  is  almost  superfluous  to  remark  upon  the  absurd  and  mischievous  doctrine, 
/  that  the  nature  of  the  crime  ought  at  all  to  influence  the  measure  of  proof,  and 
that,  out  of  policy,  slighter  proof  is  sufficient  in  proportion  to  the  atrocity  of 
the  offence,  according  to  the  pernicious  maxim,  in  atrocissimis  leviores  conjee- 
turcE  sufficiunt  et  licet  judici  jura  transgredi.  Where  any  doubt  exists  as  to  the 
corpus  delicti,  whether  any  crime  has  been  committed,  the  very  reverse  of  the 
above  position  is  true  ;  the  more  atrocious  the  nature  of  the  crime  is,  the  more 
repugnant  it  is  to  the  common  feelings  of  human  nature,  the  more  improbable 
it  is  that  it  has  been  perpetrated  at  all.  ^'La  credibiliUi  di  un  testimonio  diviene 
tanto  sensibilment  minore  quanto  pid  cresce  Tatrocita  di  un  delitto  e  I'inverisi- 
migliailza  delle  circonstanze  ;  tali  sono  per  esempio  la  magia,  h  la  azioni  gratu- 
itamente  crudeli  :'*  Beccaria,  s.  13.  But  when  it  has  once  been  clearly  estab- 
lished that  a  heinous  crime  has  been  perpetrated,  and  the  only  question  is  as  to 
the  perpetrator,  it  is  manifest  that  the  atrocity  of  the  crime  in  the  abstract  raises 
no  probability  either  for  or  against  the  accused,  although  under  particular  cir- 
cumstances it  may  be  a  matter  of  great  importance. 

Thus  on  a  charge  of  infanticide,  where  there  is  a  doubt  whether  the  child 
was  destroyed  by  design,  or  by  accident  during  a  secret  delivery,  the  very 
atrocity  of  the  offence  raises  a  strong  degree  of  probability  in  favor  of  the 
latter  conclusion.  On  the  other  hand,  were  it  clear  from  the  circumstances 
under  which  a  body  was  found,  that  the  party  had  been  murdered,  then  the 
corpus  delicti  being  established,  the  atrocity  of  the  offence  would  in  the  abstract 
raise  no  probability  either  in  favor  of  or  against  any  individual ;  but  if  in  the 
particular  instance  the  question  were,  whether  the  son  of  the  deceased  or  a 
stranger,  was  the  guilty  agent,  then  a  probability  from  the  particular  circum- 
stances would  operate  in  favor  of  the  son.  It  would,  without  reference  to  cir- 
cumstances, be  more  probable  that  a  stranger  had  committed  the  heinous  crime 
of  murder,  than  that  a  son  had  committed  that  horriblb  offence  upon  the  person 
of  his  own  father. 
9  See  the  observations  of  Beccaria,  supra,  p.  825. 
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ments  of  guilt.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  to  be  recollected  that  this 
is  a  species  of  evidence  which  requires  the  utmost  degree  of  caution 
and  vigilance  in  its  application,  and  in  acting  upon  it,  the  just  and 
humane  rule  impressed  bj  Lord  Hale"^  cannot  be  too  often  repeated : 
"  ^w^tW  *9emper  est  err  are  in  acquietandoy  quam  in  puniendo, 
L        J    ez  parte  miserieordioe  quam  exparte  Justitiasf 

By  circumstantial  or  presumptive  proof  is  meant  that  measure  and 
degree  of  circumstantial  evidence  which  is  sufficient  to  produce  con- 
viction in  the  minds  of  the  jury  of  the  truth  of  the  fact  in  question. 
.  To  the  validity  of  every  such  proof  it  is  essential,  first,  that  a 
basis  of  facts  be  established  by  sufficient  evidence;  and  in  the  next 
place,  that  the  proper  conclusion  should  be  deduced,  by  the  aid  of 
reason  and  experience,  from  those  facts  and  circumstances  so  estab- 
lished. 

The  force  and  tendency  of  circumstantial  evidence  to  produce 
conviction  and  belief  depend  upon  a  consideration  of  the  coincidence 
of  circumstances  with  the  fact  to  be  inferred;  that  is,  with  the  hypo- 
thesis, and  the  adequacy  of  such  coincidences  to  exclude  every  other 
hypothesis.' 

All  human  dealings  and  transactions  are  a  vast  context  of  circum- 
stances, interwoven  and  connected  with  each  other,  and  also  with  the 
natural  world,  by  innumerable  mutual  links  and  ties.  No  one  fact  or 
circumstance  ever  happens  which  does  not  owe  its  birth  to  a  multi- 
tude of  others,  which  is  not  connected  on  every  side  by  kindred  facts, 
and  which  does  not  tend  to  the  generation  of  a  host  of  dependent 
ones,  which  necessarily  coincide  and  agree  in  their  minutest  bearings 
and  relations,  in  perfect  harmony  *and  concord,  without  the 
^         J   slightest  discrepancy  or  disorder. 

It  is  obvious  that  all  facts  and  circumstances  which  have  really 
happened  were  perfectly  consistent  with  each  other,  for  they  did 
actually  so  consist.     It  is  therefore  a  necessary  consequence,  that  if 

«  Hale  290. 

'  In  one  respect,  proof  by  circumstantial  evidence  is  analogoas  to  the  indirect 
proof,  or  reductio  ad  absurdum,  in  geometry :  in  each  case  the  truth  of  the 
proposition  is  attained  to  bj  negativing  and  excluding  the  truth  of  any  other 
hypothesis ;  in  the  one  case  to  a  metaphysical  and  absolute,  in  the  other 
to  a  moral  certainty.  In  another  and  essential  point  they  usually  differ :  in  the 
geometrical  proof  the  exclusion  of  one  other  hypothesis  frequently  excludes  all 
others,  and  thus  at  once  establishes  the  truth  of  the  proposition ;  in  the  case 
of  moral,  circumstantial-proofs  it  may  not  only  be  necessary  to  exclude  several 
different  hypotheses  by  as  many  different  processes  of  reasoning,  but  a  doubt 
may  still  exist  whether  some  other  hypothesis  may  not  remain  unanswered. 
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a  number  of  the  circumstances  which  attended  a  disputed  fact  be 
known  and  ascertained,  and  those  so  coincide  and  agree  with  the  hy- 
pothesis that  the  disputed  fact  is  true,  that  no  other  hypothesis  can 
consist  with  those  circumstances,  the  truth  of  that  hypothesis  is 
necessarily  established. 

And  again,  where  the  known  and  ascertained  facts  so  coincide  and 
agree  with  the  hypothesis  that  the  disputed  fact  is  true,  as  to  render 
the  truth  of  any  other  hypothesis,  on  the  principles  of  reason  and 
experience,  exceedingly  remote  and  improbable,  and  morally,  though 
not  absolutely  and  metaphysically,  impossible,  the  hypothesis  is 
established  as  morally  true.  It  also  follows,  that  if  any  of  the  estab- 
lished circumstances  be  absolutely  inconsistent  with  the  existence  of 
the  supposed  fact,  the  hypothesis  cannot  be  true,  notwithstanding 
the  degree  and  extent  of  coincidence  in  other  respects ;  for  if  that 
fact  really  existed,  it  was  necessarily  consistent  with  all  the  circum- 
stances. 

Thus,  in  the  first  place,  it  sometimes  happens  that  the  coincidence 
between  the  known  facts  and  the  hypothesis  is  such  as  absolutely  and 
demonstratively  to  exclude  any  other.  If,  for  instance,  it  were  to  be 
proved,  that  A.  B.  entered  a  room  containing  a  watch,  and  that  the 
watch  was  gone  upon  his  departure,  and  it  were  also  proved  that  no 
agent  but  A.  B,  in  the  interval  had  had  access  to  the  room,  the  proof 
that  A.  B,  took  the  watch  would  be  conclusive  and  complete ;  for  the 
supposition  that  it  had  been  removed  by  any  other  agent  would  be 
entirely  excluded. 

In  the  next  place,  the  nature  and  degree  of  coincidence  between 
the  circumstances  and  the  hypothesis  may  oftentimes  *be  p^Qj^o-i 
sufficient  to  exclude  all  reasonable  doubt,  and  thus  generate  ^  ^ 
full  moral  conviction  and  belief,  although  it  be  not,  as  in  the  former 
case,  of  an  absolute  and  demonstrative  nature.  The  probability  of 
an  hypothesis  must  always  be  proportioned  to  the  nature^  extent 
and  number  of  its  coincidences  with  the  circumstances  proved." 

'  All  theories  which  explain  the  connection  between  natural  phenomena  and 
their  causes  are  of  this  description.  They  consist  in  showing  the  existence  and 
operation  of  a  cause,  and  its  adequacy  to  explain  the  phenomena;  in  other 
words,  their  coincidence  with  the  hypothesis.  Evidence,  therefore,  of  the  truth 
of  any  such  theory  is  in  no  case  demonstrative,  although  it  reach  to  the  highest 
degree  of  moral  certainty.  The  most  splendid,  important,  and  beautiful  of  all 
philosophical  theories,  that  of  Sir  Isaac  Newton,  for  explaining  the  solar 
system,  as  exhibited  by  that  great  philosopher,  amounts  simply  to  this :  a  cause 
— viz.,  gravitation— exists.  It  is  matter  of  demonstrative  proof,  that  if  such  a 
cause  did  really  operate  upon  the  system,  it  would  produce  all  the  effects  or 
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_^  *  Connections  and  coincidences  between  circumstances  and 

*-  •J  the  hypothesis  which  they  tend  to  prove,  are  either  those  of 
a  natural  or  mechanical  nature,  which  are  the  objects  of  sense,  or 
they  are  of  a  moral  nature.  Those  of  the  first  class  may  consist 
generally  in  proximity  in  point  of  time  and  space,  and  all  other  cir- 
cumstances which  show  that  the  supposed  agent  had  the  means  and 
opportunity  of  doing  the  particular  act,  and  connect  him  with  it. 
As  common  instances,  the  possession  of  stolen  goods,  in  case  of  rob- 
bery, and  stains  of  blood  upon  the  person,  the  possession  of  deadly 
weapons  recently  used,  marks  of  conflict  and  violence,  in  case  of 
homicide,  may  be  cited..  Happy  it  is  for  the  interests  of  society  that 
forcible  injuries  can  seldom  be  perpetrated  without  leaving  many  and 
plain  vestiges  by  which  the  guilty  agent  may  be  traced  and  detected. 
Instances  of  this  nature,  where  apparently  slight  and  unexpected 
circumstances  have  led  to  the  detection  of  oifenders,  are  familiar  to 

phenomena  which  are  actually  observed ;  that  is,  the  supposed  cause  is  sufficient 
to  explain  all  the  phenomena.  Uence  it  is  inferred  to  be  true,  and  the  force  of 
this  inference  is  in  proportion  to  the  improbability  that  all  the  minute  coinci- 
dences between  the  phenomena  and  the  hypothesis  should  be  merely  fortuitous, 
and  that  they  should  have  resulted,  not  from  a  cause  known  to  exist,  and  which 
is  adequate  to  produce  them,  but  from  some  other  cause  unobserved  and 
unknown.  To  a  certain  extent,  philosophical  proofs,  as  to  the  relations  of 
cause  and  effect  in  the  natural  world,  are  similar  to  circumstantial  judicial 
proofs ;  in  each  case  the  basis  of  proof  consists  in  the  coincidences  proved  to 
exist  between  the  phenomena  or  circumstances  and  the  hypothesis.  Boyond 
this  point,  and  with  respect  to  the  effect  of  such  coincidences,  they  frequently 
differ  essentially.  The  philosophical  proof  rests  on  mere  coincidences,  indefinite 
in  point  of  number,  and  the  absence  of  any  other  cause  adequate  to  account 
for  the  phenomena ;  but  the  agency  of  some  other,  but  unknown,  cause  can 
never  be  absolutely  excluded.  On  the  other  hand,  although  circumstantial 
proof  must  rest  on  a  limited  number  of  coincidences,  yet  their  nature  and  force 
are  frequently  such  as  to  wholly  to  exclude  the  truth  of  any  other  hypothesis. 
Lord  Coke,  as  an  instance  of  presumptive  judicial  belief,  supposes  the  case 
where  a  man  is  found  dead  in  a  house,  having  been  stabbed  with  a  sword,  and 
another  is  seen  coming  out  of  the  house  with  a  bloody  sword  in  his  hand,  no 
other  person  having  been  in  the  house.  Here  the  circumstances,  and 
consequently  the  coincidences,  are  few,  but  they  are  of  such  a  nature  as  wholly 
and  necessarily  to  exclude  any  but  one  hypothesis.  So,  in  the  ordinary  case  of 
larceny,  where  stolen  goods,  recently  after  the  commission  of  the  felony,  are 
found  in  the  possession  of  the  prisoner,  who  gives  no  account  for  the  purpose 
of  explaining  that  possession ;  although  the  coincidences  between  the  hypothesis 
that  he  was  the  thief,  and  the  circumstances,  be  but  two  in  number,  viz. :  his 
possession  of  the  property,  and  his  omission  to  account  for  that  possession,  yet 
the  latter  is  of  an  exclusive  nature  and  tendency ;  it  forcibly  tends  to  exclude 
any  supposition  of  an  honest  possession. 
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all  who  are  concerned  in  the  practical  administration  of  justice.  In 
a  case  of  burglary  the  thief  had  gained  admittance  to  the  house  by 
opening  a  window  by  means  of  a  penknife,  which  was  broken  in  the 
attempt,  and  part  was  left  in  the  wooden  frame :  the  broken  knife 
was  found  in  the  pocket  of  the  prisoner,  and  perfectly  corresponded 
with  the  fragment  left.  A  murder  had  been  committed  by  shooting 
the  deceased  with  a  pistol,  and  the  prisoner  was  connected  with  the 
transaction  by  proof  that  the  wadding  of  the  pistol  was  part  of  a 
*letter  belonging  to  the  prisoner,  the  remainder  of  which  r*Q4c-| 
was  found  upon  his  person.^  In  another  case  of  murder, 
one  of  the  circumstances  to  prove  the  prisoner  to  have  been  the 
criminal  agent,  was  the  correspondence  of  a  patch  on  one  knee  of  his 
breeches  with  impressions  made  upon  the  soil  close  to  the  place  where 
the  murdered  body  lay.  In  a  case  of  robbery,  it  appeared  that  the 
prosecutor,  when  attacked,  had,  in  his  own  defence,  struck  the  rob- 
ber, with  a  key,  upon  the  face,  and  the  prisoner  bore  an  impression 
upon  his  face  which  corresponded  with  the  wards  of  the  key.  All 
circumstances  of  this  nature  are,  as  it  were,  mechanical  links  or  ties 
which  connect  the  supposed  agent  with  the  act  which  is  the  subject 
of  inquiry.  Further  observations  on  this  branch  of  the  subject  would 
be  superfluous,  and  inconsistent  with  the  object  of  the  present  work. 
There  are,  in  fact,  no  existing  relations,  natural  or  artificial,  no  oc- 
currences or  incidents  in  the  course  of  nature,  or  dealings  of  society, 
which  may  not  constitute  the  materials  of  proof,  and  become  impor- 
tant links  in  the  chain  of  evidence. 

Circumstances  of  the  above  description,  although  they  may  be  in 
themselves  of  an  imperfect  and  inconclusive  nature,  frequently  derive 
a  conclusive  tendency  from  those  which  are  of  a  moral  kind,  and 
which  depend  upon  a  knowledge  and  experience  of  a  man  as  a  rational 
and  moral  agent.  Experience  points  out  some  laws  of  human  con- 
duct almost  as  general  and  constant  in  their  operation  as  the  me- 
chanical laws  of  the  material  world  themselves  are.  That  a  man  will 
consult  his  own  preservation,  and  serve  his  own  interests;  that  he 
will  prefer  pleasure  to  pain,  and  gain  to  loss ;  that  he  will  not  com- 
mit a  crime  or  any  other  act  manifestly  tending  to  endanger  his  per- 
son or  property,  without  a  motive;  and  ^conversely,  that  if  he  has 
done  such  an  act  he  had  a  motive  for  doing  it;  are  principles  of 
♦action  and  of  conduct  so  clear  that  they  may  be  properly  r*  04^-1 
regarded  as  axioms  in  the  theory  of  evidence. 

The  presumption  that  a  man  will  do  that  which  tends  to  his  obvious 

*  This  case  was  cited  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  in  the  coarse  of  a  debate  in  the 
House  of  Lords,  1820. 
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advantage,  if  he  possesses  the  means,  supplies  a  most  important  test 
for  judging  of  the  comparative  weight  of  evidence.  It  is  to  be 
weighed  according  to  the  proof  which  it  was  in  the  power  of  one 
party  to  have  produced,  and  in  the  power  of  the  other  to  have  con- 
tradicted.* 

If,  on  the  supposition  that  a  charge  or  claim  is  unfounded,  the 
party  against  whom  it  is  made  has  evidence  within  his  reach  by 
which  he  may  repel  that  which  is  offered  to  his  prejudice,  his  omis- 
sion to  do  so  supplies  a  strong  presumption  that  the  charge  or  claim 
is  well  founded ;  it  would  be  contrary  to  every  principle  of  reason, 
and  to  all  experience  of  human  conduct,  to  form  any  other  conclu- 
sion. This  consideration  in  criminal  cases  frequently  gives  a  con- 
clusive character  to  circumstances  which  would  otherwise  be  of  an 
imperfect  and  inconclusive  nature.^  Thus,  where  the  evidence  against 
a  prisoner  on  a  charge  of  larceny  consists  in  his  recent  possession  of 
stolen  property,  his  very  silence  as  to  the  fact  of  possession  raises  a 
strong  presumption  against  him ;  for  if  his  possession  was  an  inno- 
cent one,  as  the  fact  must  necessarily  be  within  his  knowledge,  he 
might  show  by  statement  at  all  events,  if  not  by  proof,  that  such 
possession  was  consistent  with  his  innocence.  The  same  observations 
apply  in  general  where  appearances  are  proved  against  an  accused 
person,  which  he  refuses  to  account  for  or  explain  ;  sueh  as  marks  of 
blood  and  violence  on  his  dress  and  person,  the  possession  of  con- 
cealed weapons,  and  the  like. 

The  same  principle  applies  where  a  party,  haying  more  certain 
r*847l  *°^  satisfactory  evidence  in  his  power,  relies  upon  *that  which 
is  of  a  weaker  and  inferior  nature.  So  pregnant  with  suspi- 
cion is  conduct  of  this  nature,  that  the  law,  as  has  been  seen,  has 
laid  down  an  express  and  peremptory  rule  upon  the  subject,  which 
in  cases  within  the  scope  of  its  operation  actually  excludes  the  infe- 
rior evidence.  It  is  for  the  jury,  in  their  discretion,  to  apply  the 
principle,  in  cases  which  do  not  fall  within  the  defined  limits  of  the 
rule.  Although  a  party  may  not  be  always  compellable  to  produce 
evidence  against  himself,  yet  if  it  be  proved  that  he  is  in  possession 
of  a  deed  or  other  evidence,  which,  if  produced,  would  decide  a 
disputed  point,  his  omission  to  produce  it  would  warrant  a  strong 
presumption  to  his  disadvantage.^ 

"  See  Lord  Mansfield's  observations  in  Blaich  v.  Archer^  Cowp.  65. 

^  Notisi  che  le  prove  imperfette  delle  quale  puo  il  reo  giustificarsi  h  non  lo 
faccia  dovere  divengono  perfette :  Beccaria,  s.  14. 

^  See  Lord  Mansfield's  observations  in  Roe  dem.  Haldane  v.  Harvey ^  Burr. 
2484. 
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Again,  the  maxim  of  law  is,  omnia  prcesumuntur  contra  spoliato- 
rem."^  In  the  case  of  ffarwood  v.  Goodright/  it  was  found  hy  a  spe- 
cial verdict  that  the  testator  made  his  will,  and  gave  the  premises  in 
question  to  the  plaintiff  in  error,  but  afterwards  made  another  will 
different  from  the  former,  but  in  what  particulars  did  not  appear ; 
the  court  decided  that  the  devisee  under  the  first  will  was  entitled 
against  the  heir  at  law.  But  Lord  Mansfield  said,  that  in  case  the 
defendant  had  been  proved  to  have  destroyed  the  last  will,  it  would 
have  been  good  ground  for  the  jury  to  find  a  revocation.  And  as 
the  destruction  or  withholding  of  evidence  creates  a  presumption 
against  the  party  who  has  had  recourse  to  such  a  practice,  so  d  for- 
tiori does  the  actual  fabrication  or  corruption  of  evidence.' 

*  Ibid.  y  Cowp.  87. 

■  See  the  judicious  remarks  of  Mr.  Evans  (2  Pothier,  by  Evans  337).  lie 
justly  observes,  that  one  of  the  most  difficult  points  in  the  Douglas  cause  arose 
from  Sir  John  Stewart^ s  having  fabricated  several  letters  as  received  from  La 
Marre,  the  surgeon ;  and  cites  the  following  passage  from  Mr.  Stuart^s  observa- 
tions on  the  subject : — 

"  I  have  been  accustomed  to  think,  that  in  judging  upon  evidence,  a  matter 
of  such  infinite  importance  in  the  constitution  and  jurisprudence  of  every  well- 
regulated  state,  there  were  certain  rules  established,  which  in  every  court,  and 
in  every  country,  were  received  as  most  invaluable  guides  for  the  discovery  of 
truth.  For  instance,  when  it  appeared  that  on  the  one  side  there  was  forgery 
and  fraud  in  some  material  parts  of  the  evidence,  and  especially  when  that 
forgery  could  be  traced  up  to  its  source,  and  discovered  to  be  the  contrivance  of 
the  very  person  whose  guilt  or  innocence  was  the  object  of  inquiry  ;  in  such  a 
case  I  have  always  understood  it  to  be  an  established  rule,  that  the  whole  of 
the  evidence  on  that  side  of  the  question  must  be  deeply  affected  by  a  deliberate 
falsehood  of  this  nature. 

"  The  natural  and  necessary  effect  of  such  a  practice  upon  the  minds  of 
judges  possessed  of  discernment  and  candor,  is  to  make  them  extremely  sus- 
picious of  all  the  evidence  tending  to  the  same  conclusion  with  the  forged  evi- 
dence. Parol  testimony  in  support  of  it  will  be  little  regarded  :  the  forgery  of 
the  written  evidence  contaminates  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  in  favor  of 
the  party  who  has  made  use  of  that  forgery ;  and  nothing  will  gain  credit  on 
that  side,  but  either  clear  and  conclusive  written  evidence,  free  from  suspicion, 
or  the  testimony  of  such  a  number  of  respectable,  disinterested,  and  consistent 
witnesses,  speaking  to  decisive  and  circumstantial  facts  as  leaves  no  room  to 
doubt  of  the  certainty  of  their  knowledge,  and  the  truth  of  their  assertions. 

"  On  the  other  hand,  the  proof  of  a  forgery,  such  as  has  been  described,  must 
also  have  the  effect  to  gain  a  more  ready  admission  to  the  evidence  of  the  other 
party.  If  that  evidence  be  consistent,  if  it  be  established  by  the  concurring 
testimony  of  a  crowd  of  witnesses,  and  supported  by  various  articles  of  written 
and  unsuspected  evidence,  the  bias  of  a  fair  mind  will  be  totally  in  favor  of  the 
party  producing  such  authorities,  and  against  that  which  had  been  obliged  to 
have  recourse  to  the  forged  evidence.' * 
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r*8481  *The  discovery  of  such  practices  must  naturally  and  un- 
avoidably excite  a  considerable  degree  of  jealousy  and  sus- 
picion, and  ought  undoubtedly  to  be  most  seriously  weighed  in  esti- 
mating the  degree  of  credit  to  be  attached  to  other  evidence  adduced 
by  the  same  party,  where  it  is  in  its  own  nature  doubtful  and  suspi- 
cious, or  is  rendered  so  by  conflicting  evidence.  A  considerable 
degree  of  caution  is  nevertheless  to  be  applied  in  cases  of  this  descrip- 
tion, more  especially  in  criminal  proceedings ;  for  experience  shows 
that  a  weak  but  innocent  man  will  sometimes,  when  appearances  are 
r*ft4.Ql  *g*^°s^  ^^™>  hAve  recourse  to  falsehood  *and  deception,  for 
the  purpose  of  manifesting  his  innocence^  and  insuring  his 
safety. 

The  connection  between  a  man's  conduct  and  his  motives  is  also 
one  of  a  moral  nature,  pointed  out  by  experience.  It  is  from  their 
experience  of  such  connections  that  juries  are  enabled  to  infer  a 
man's  motives  from  his  acts,  and  also  to  infer  what  his  conduct  was, 
from  the  motives  by  which  he  was  known  to  be  influenced.  In  crimi- 
nal cases,  proof  that  the  party  accused  was  influenced  by  a  strong 
motive  of  interest  to  commit  the  ofience  proved  to  have  been  com- 
mitted, although  exceedingly  weak  and  inconclusive  in  itself,  and 
although  it  be  a  circumstance  which  ought  never  to  operate  in  proof 
of  the  corpus  delicti^  yet  when  that  has  once  been  established  aliunde^ 
it  is  a  circumstance  to  be  considered  in  conjunction  with  others  which 
plainly  tend  to  implicate  the  accused.^ 

Again,  presumptions  of  great  importance,  especially  in  criminal 
proceedings,  arise  frequently  out  of  the  connection  between  the  acts 
of  a  party,  and  his  intentions,  consciousness  and  knowledge.  That 
a  rational  agent  must  be  taken  to  contemplate  and  intend  the  natural 
and  immediate  consequences  of  his  own  act,  is  a  presumption  so 
cogent  as  to  constitute  rather  a  rule  of  law  than  of  mere  evidence.** 
Again,  the  usual  connection  between  the  conduct  of  a  criminal  agent 
and  the  supposition  of  his  guilt,  are  of  too  obvious  a  nature  to  be 

*  Supra,  p.  59. 

^  On  the  other  hand,  the  total  absence  of  any  apparent  motive  must  always 
operate  strongly  as  a  circumstance  in  favor  of  the  accused,  especially  where 
there  is  no  reason  to  apprehend  any  unsoundness  of  intellect  A  fortiori,  does 
the  principle  operate  where  the  supposed  aj^ent  was  actuated  by  contrary  mo- 
tives. And  even  in  oases  which  involve  a  conflict  of  motives,  such  as  infanti- 
cide, where  natural  feelings  on  the  one  hand  are  opposed  to  a  desire  of  avoiding 
shame  and  detection  on  the  other,  the  former  are  necessarily  entitled  to  the 
highest  consideration. 

^  See  tit.  Intention,  Malice. 
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dwelt  upon.  The  seeking  for  opportunities  fit  for  the  occa-  p^Q-/>-. 
sion  ;  the  providing  *of  poison,  or  instruments  of  violence,  ^  -^ 
in  a  secret  and  clandestine  manner ;  the  subsequent  concealment  of 
them ;  attempts  to  divert  the  course  of  inquiry/  or  prevent  investi- 
gation as  to  the  cause  of  death,  not  unfrequently  excite  just  cause  of 
suspicion :  above  all,  the  restless  anxiety  of  a  mind  conscious  of 
guilt  very  frequently  prompts  the  party  to  take  measures  for  his 
security  which  eventually  supply  the  strongest  evidence  of  his  crimi- 
nality. 

In  judicial  investigations,  as  well  as  in  the  ordinary  course  of  life, 
that  is  more  or  less  probable  and  likely,  and  is  therefore,  in  a  greater 
or  less  degree,  an  inducement  to  belief,  which  more  or  less  agrees 
with  former  observation.  This  is  a  ground  of  assent,  warranted  as 
well  by  philosophy  as  by  ordinary  experience.  It  is  probable  that 
whatever  has  happened  will  again  happen  under  similar  circum- 
stances, however  ignorant  we  may  be  of  the  nature  or  necessity  of 
the  connection  ;  the  very  frequency  of  the  association  is  evidence  of 
the  connection ;  there  is  no  association  whatsoever,  whether  it  be  moral, 
natural  or  artificial,  whether  it  depend  on  the  nature  and  constitution 
of  the  human  mind,  the  laws  of  nature,  or  the  artificial  manners  and 
habits  of  society,  which  is  not  rendered  probable  in  proportion  to  the 
frequency  and  constancy  of  the  connection.  Hence  it  is,  that  where 
circumstances  found  to  be  usually  associated  with  the  fact  in  question 
are  known  to  exist,  such  associations  are  connecting  links  between 
the  known  circumstances  and  the  fact,  and  render  its  existence  more 
or  less  probable.*  On  the  other  hand,  *it  is  scarcely  neces- 
sary to  remark,  that  experience  of  usual  or  constant  dis-  ^  ^ 
union  of  particular  facts  and  circumstances,  necessarily  renders  their 
fiiture  association  unlikely  and  improbable,  and  is  a  proper  induce- 
ment to  disbelief  more  or  less  strong  according  to  circumstances. 

^  I  have  remarked  that  persons  of  the  lowest  classes  of  society,  before  the  com- 
mission of  premeditated  murder,  not  unfreqaently  throw  out  some  dark  and 
mysterious  hints  as  to  the  death  of  the  intended  victim.  This  is  a  circumstance 
which  I  apprehend  is  to  be  attributed  principally  to  an  expectation  that  by  this 
means  less  of  surprise  and  of  inquiry  will  take  place  when  the  crime  has  been 
accomplished. 

*  A  striking  instance,  to  show  the  extent  to  which  philosophical  inferences 
may  be  carried  by  means  of  careful  observation  and  analogical  reasoning,  may 
be  derived  from  the  science  of  comparative  anatomy.  From  a  single  fossil 
bone  of  an  animal,  whose  very  species  is  extinct,  a  skilful  anatomist  is  able 
to  represent  the  original  animal  perfect  in  all  its  parts;  see  Ouvier's  Fossil  Re- 
mains. 

49 
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It  is  further  to  be  remarked,  that  the  force  of  evidence  resulting 
from  the  concurrence  of  circumstances  depends  not  merely  upon  the 
degree  of  probability  that  those  coincidences  were  merely  casual  and 
fortuitous,  but  frequently  also  upon  that  improbability,  compounded 
with  the  further  improbability  that  another  hypothesis  is  true  which 
is  not  supported  by  any  circumstances.  Thus,  in  a  criminal  case, 
where  all  the  circumstances  of  time,  place,  motive,  means,  oppor- 
tunity and  conduct,  concur  in  pointing  out  the  accused  as  the  per- 
petrator of  an  act  of  violence,  the  force  of  such  circumstantial  evi- 
dence is  materially  strengthened  by  the  total  absence  of  any  trace 
or  vestige  of  any  other  agent,  although  had  any  other  existed,  he 
must  have  been  connected  with  the  perpetration  of  the  crime  by 
motive,  means  and  opportunity,  and  by  circumstances  necessarily 
accompanying  such  acts,  which  usually  leave  manifest  traces  behind 
them. 

In  estimating  the  force  of  a  number  of  circumstances  tending  to 
the  proof  of  the  disputed  fact,  it  is  of  essential  importance  to  con- 
.^  sider  whether  they  be  dependent  or  independent.     If  the  facts  Ay  By 

(7,  Dy  be  so  essential  to  the  particular  inferences  to  be  derived  from 
them,  when  established,  that  the  failure  in  the  proof  of  any  one  would 
destroy  the  inference  altogether,  they  are  dependent  facts ;  if,  on  the 
other  hand,  notwithstanding  the  failure  in  proof  of  one  or  more  of 
those  facts,  the  rest  would  still  aflford  the  same  inference  or  probability 
as  to  the  contested  fact  which  they  did  before,  they  *would 
^  -'be  properly  termed  independent  facts.'  The  force  of  a  parti- 
cular inference  drawn  from  a  number  of  dependent  facts  is  not  aug- 
mented, neither  is  it  diminished,  in  respect  of  the  number  of  such 
independent  facts,  provided  they  be  established ;  but  the  probability 
that  the  inference  itself  rests  upon  sure  grounds,  is,  in  general, 
weakened  by  the  multiplication  of  the  number  of  circumstances 
essential  to  the  proof;  for  the  greater  the  number  of  circumstances 
essential  to  the  proof  is,  the  greater  latitude  is  there  for  mistake  or 
deception.  On  the  other  hand,  where  each  of  a  number  of  independ- 
ent circumstances,  or  combinations  of  circumstances,  tends  to  the 
same  conclusion,  the  probability  of  the  truth  of  the  fact  is  necessarily 

'  Qaando  le  proye  di  on  fatto  tutte  dipendono  egnalmente  da  una  sola,  il  na- 
mero  delleproTe  non  aumente  n^  sminaisoe  la  probabilitii  del  fatto,  perch^  tatto 
il  loro  valore  si  resolve  nel  yalore  di  quella  sola  da  cui  dipendono.  Qaando  le 
prove  8ono  indipendenti,  Puna  dalP  altra,  ciod  quando  gli  indizi  si  proTana  al- 
tronde  che  da  se  stessi,  quanto  maggiori  prove  si  addaoono  tanto  piil  oreece  1* 
probabilitjk  del  fatto,  perchd  la  fallaoia  di  una  prova  non  influifloe  sail'  altra : 
Beccaria,  s.  14. 
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greatly  increased  in  proportion  to  the  number  of  those  independent 
circumstances/ 

It  seems  to  have  been  considered,  that  even  mere  coincidences, 
although  not  of  an  exclusive  nature,  may  by  their  number  and  joint 
operation  be  sufScient  to  constitute  a  conclusive  proof.^  It  rarely 
however  happens  '''in  practice,  that  circumstantial  proofs  con-  r«oc- n 
sist  purely  in  mere  natural  and  mechanical  coincidences, 
unconnected  with  any  of  a  moral  nature  and  conclusive  tendency. 

The  probability  derived  from  the  concurrence  of  a  number  of 
independent  probabilities  increases  not  in  a  merely  cumulative,  but 
in  a  compound  and  multiplied  proportion.^    This  is  a  consequence 

« Infra,  note  (t). 

*^  MatthsBus  de  Grim. :  Possunt  diver sa  genera  ita  cof^ungi  ut  quce  singula  non 
nocerent  ea  univer$a  tanquam  grando  ream  opprimunt, — According  to  Beccaria, 
chap.  14 :  Possono  distiDguersi  le  prove  di  un  reato  in  perfette  ed  in  imperfette. 
Chiamo  perfette  quelle  che  escludonola  possibilitii  che  ud  tale  non  sia  reo ;  chiamo 
imperfette  quelle  che  non  la  escludono.  Delia  prima  anche  una  sola  h  sufficiente 
per  la  condanua,  delle  seconde  tante  son  necessarie  quante  bastino  a  formarne 
una  perfetta,  vale  a  dire  que  se  per  ciascuna  di  queste  in  particolare  h  possibile 
che  uno  non  sia  reo,  per  Tunione  loro  nel  medesimo  soggetto  h  impossibile  che 
non  lo  sia :  Beccaria,  s.  14. — Singula  levia  sunt  et  eommunia,  universa  vero  no- 
cent  etiam  si  non  utfulmine,  tamen  ut  grandine :  Quinctil. 

'  According  to  the  principles  of  pure  abstract  mathematical  reasoning,  the  pro- 
bability arising  from  the  concurrence  of  a  number  of  independent  circumstances, 
each  of  which  induces  a  probability  in  favor  of  a  particular  event,  is  compounded 
of  all  the  probabilities  incident  to  the  individual  circumstances.  When,  therefore, 
the  circumstantial  probabilities  are  each  considerable,  the  compound  probability 
in  favor  of  the  event  increases  by  a  rapid  progression.  If  the  circumstances,  J, 

a    b   c 
B,  C,  severally  induce  probabilities  in  favor  of  an  event  represented  by -^ 

tn  m  911, 

that  is,  if  in  every  m  oases  the  circumstance  A  necessarily  involved  the  event  in 

question  a  times,  and  excluded  it  m — a  times,  and  so  on,  and  the  circumstances 
Ay  B,  C,  were  wholly  independent  of  each  other,  then  the  probability  of  the 
event,  arising  from  the  happening  of  all  these  circumstances,  would  be  to  the 

probability  against  it  as  wi'— m — a .  m — 6  .  m — c  to  m — a ,  m — 6 .  m — c. 

If  the  witnesses.  A,  B,  C,  bore  testimony  to  independent  facts,  each  of  which, 
if  true,  involved  the  truth  of  a  particular  event,  and  A  were  the  witness  of  truth 

in  a  cases,  and  his  testimony  were  false  in  m — a  oases,  and  so  of  the  testimony 
of  B,  and  of  (7,  then  the  probability  of  the  event,  arising  from  their  joint  testi- 
mony, would  be  to  the  probability  against  it  in  the  ratio  above  expressed. 

And  if  f»=2  and  a=6s=c=l,  the  probability  in  favor  of  the  event  would  be  to 
the  probability  against  it  as  7  : 1. 

Again,  if  the  probability  in  favor  of  a  particular  fact,  arisiiig  from  the  testi- 
mony of  A,  were  to  the  probability  against  it  as  a:  m — a,  and  so  on,  as  to  the 
testimony  of  jB  and  C,  the  probability  of  the  fact  from  their  united  testimony 
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r*8^41   ^®^^^®^  f^^™  P^^®  abstract  *arithmetical  principles.     For 
although  no  definite  arithmetical  ratio  can  be  assigned  to 


would  be  to  the  probability  against  it  as  a  d  c  to  m — a.  m — h.  m — c.  And  if 
ni=2  and  a=b=c=lj  the  ratio  would  be  that  of  ]  :  1  ;  that  is  their  united  testi- 
mony would  produce  no  increase  of  probability  in  favor  of  the  fact. 

Such  considerations  admit  but  of  a  very  partial  and  limited  application  in  the 
investigation  of  questions  arising  out  of  the  common  concerns  of  life.  The  basis 
of  all  such  calculations  is  a  comparison  of  all  the  different  cases  which  involve 
the  particular  event  with  those  which  exclude  it,  which  assumes  the  possibility 
of  resolving  all  possible  cases,  which  either  involve  pr  exclude  the  event,  into  a 
definite  number  of  the  one  class  and  of  the  other,  each  of  which  is  equally  likely 
to  happen.  (Wood's  Algebra.  Laplace,  Th6orie  Analitique  des  Probabilit^s.) 
The  most  complicated  and  labored  analytical  results  on  the  subject  of  probabili- 
ties, are  little  more  than  modifications  of  this  comparison.  It  is  obvious,  upon 
the  slightest  consideration,  that  the  probability  of  error  or  mistake  on  the  part 
of  a  witness,  or  of  his  honesty  and  sincerity,  usually  admits  of  no  such  com- 
parison ;  still  less  can  the  complicated  transactions  of  life,  dependent  as  they  are 
upon  an  almost  infinite  variety  of  circumstances  and  motives,  be  subjected  to 
such  an  analysis.  But  the  principle  may  no  doubt  operate  by  way  of  approxi- 
mation, although  the  concurrent  probabilities  may  admit  of  no  numerical  mea- 
sure ;  and  whenever  probabilities  are  deducible  from  independent  circumstan- 
ces, the  degree  of  probability  must  necessarily  be  multiplied  by  their  concur- 
rence. In  criminal  cases,  however,  it  seems  to  be  perfectly  clear  in  principle 
that  the  conjoint  effect  of  circumstances,  which  individually  are  inconclusive  in 
their  nature,  cannot  in  its  nature  be  conclusive,  unless  the  resulting  probability 
be  indefinite,  and  exceed  the  powers  of  calculation.  Where  mere  independent 
and  unconnected  circumstances  are  in  their  nature  imperfect  and  inconclusive, 
the  degree  of  probability  which  results  from  their  united  operation,  although 
greatly  increased  in  degree,  must  still  in  its  nature  be  definite  and  inconclusive, 
and  therefore  inadequate  to  the  purposes  of  conviction.  Let  it,  for  instance,  be 
supposed  that  A  is  robbed,  and  that  the  contents  of  his  purse  were  one  penny, 
two  sixpences,  three  shillings,  four  half-crowns,  five  crowns,  six  half-sovereigns, 
and  seven  sovereigns,  and  that  a  person,  apprehended  in  the  same  fair  or  market 
where  the  robbery  takes  place,  is  found  in  possession  of  the  same  remarkable 
combination  of  coin,  and  of  no  other,  but  that  no  part  of  the  coin  can  be  identi- 
fied, and  that  no  circumstances  operate  against  the  prisoner  except  his  possession 
of  the  same  combination  of  coin  :  here  notwithstanding  the  very  extraordinary 
coincidences  as  to  the  number  of  each  individual  kind  of  coin,  although  the  cir- 
cumstances raise  a  high  probability  of  identity,  yet  it  still  is  one  of  an  indefinite 
and  inconclusive  nature. 

On  the  other  hand,  evidence  of  a  conclusive  nature  and  tendency  is  restricted 
by  no  limits  of  mere  probability.  In  the  case  of  the  ordinary  presumption  that 
an  admission  of  a  fact  made  by  a  party  contrary  to  his  obvious  interest  is  truly 
made,  the  probability  that  the  admission  is  true  far  exceeds  the  limits  of  mere 
numerical  comparison.  In  some  instances  mere  mechanical  coincidences  are  of 
this  description.  Thus,  in  the  ordinary  case,  where  cloth  is  cut  and  stolen  from 
a  loom,  the  perfect  coincidence  between  cloth  found  in  the  possession  of  the  pri- 
soner and  the  remnant  left  behind,  is  of  this  description  \  the  probability  of  iden- 
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each  independent  probability,  *yet  the  principle  of  increase  r+occ-i 
must  obtain  ii^herever  independent  probabilities  in  favor  of 
an  event  concur,  although  they  cannot  be  precisely  measured  by 
space  or  numbers;  and  even  although  every  distinct  probability 
which  is  of  a  conclusive  tendency  exceeds  every  merely  definite 
numerical  ratio. 

It  is  nevertheless  to  be  remarked,  that  wherever  mere  inconclusive 
probabilities  concur,  the  result,  however  the  degree  of  probability 
may  be  increased  by  the  union,  will  still  be  of  an  indefinite  and  in- 
conclusive nature.  And  hence  it  seems,  that  in  criminal  cases  the 
mere  union  of  a  limited  number  of  independent  circumstances,  each 
of  which  is  of  an  imperfect  and  inconclusive  nature,  cannot  afibrd  a 
just  ground  for  conviction. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  force  of  circumstances  of  a  conclusive 
nature  may  be  greatly  confirmed  and  strengthened  by  their  combi- 
nation with  other  and  independent  circumstances,  which  render  the 
fact  probable,  although  the  *latter  be  in  themselves  of  an  r^ggg-i 
imperfect  and  inconclusive  nature.  Again,  it  is  to  be  observed, 
that  although  in  the  course  of  judicial  proofs  the  number  of  concur- 
ring probabilities  is  usually  limited,  yet  that  cases  may  be  put  where 
the  number  and  extent  of  the  coincidences  are  so  great  as  to  exceed 
all  definite  limits,  and  where,  consequently,  the  resulting  probability 
is  of  a  conclusive  nature.^ 

It  is  to  be  remarked,  that  in  thus  referring  to  the  doctrine  of 
numerical  probabilities,  it  is  the  principle  alone  which  is  intended 
to  be  applied,  in  order  that  some  estimate  may  be  formed  of  the 
force  of  independent  and  concurring  probabilities.  The  notions  of 
those  who  have  supposed  that  mere  moral  probabilities  or  relations 

iitj  arising  from  the  perfect  coinoidence  of  the  severed  threads  exceeds  the  bounds 
of  arithmetical  calculation,  and  deprives  the  mind  of  all  power  of  attributing 
such  a  series  of  coincidences  to  mere  accident. 

But  even  in  criminal  cases,  where  a  high  degree  of  probability  results  from 
repeated  coincidences,  although  that  probability  be  of  a  definite  and  numerical 
nature,  such  coincidences  may,  in  conjunction  with  others,  constitute  a  com- 
plete and  satisfactory  proof.  Thus,  in  the  case  already  supposed,  of  a  singular 
coincidence  between  the  quantity  and  description  of  coin  stolen  with  that  found 
in  the  possession  of  the  prisoner,  although  the  fact,  taken  nakedly  and  alone, 
without  any  collateral  evidence,  would  in  principle  be  inconclusive,  yet,  if 
coupled  with  circumstances  of  a  conclusive  tendency,  such  as  flight,  conceal- 
ment of  the  money,  false  and  fabricated  statements  as  to  the  possession,  it 
might  afford  strong  and  pregnant  evidence  of  guilt  for  the  consideration  of  the 
jury. 

J  See  the  preceding  note. 
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could  ever  be  represented  by  numbers  or  space,  and  thus  be  sub- 
jected to  arithmetical  analysis,  cannot  but  be  regarded  as  visionary 
and  chimerical. 

From  this  short  view  of  the  subject,  it  appears  to  be  essential  to 
circumstantial  proof,  First,  that  the  circumstances  from  which  the 
conclusion  is  drawn  he  fully  established.  If  the  basis  be  unsound, 
the  superstructure  cannot  be  secure.  The  party  upon  whom  the 
burthen  of  proof  rests  is  bound  to  prove  every  single  circumstance 
which  is  essential  to  the  conclusion,  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the 
same  extent  as  if  the  whole  issue  had  rested  upon  the  proof  of  each 
individual  and  essential  circumstance.  It  is  obvious  that  proof  of 
this  nature  is  more  strong  and  cogent  where  the  circumstances  are 
numerous,  and  derived  from  many  different  and  independent  sources, 
than  where  they  are  but  few,  and  depend  on  the  credit  and  testimony 
of  one  or  two  witnesses.  Where  all  the  circumstances  rest  on  the 
testimony  of  a  single  witness,  the  evidence  can  never  be  superior  to 
the  lowest  degree  of  direct  evidence,  and  must  frequently  &11  below 
it :  for  in  addition  to  the  question,  whether  the  witness  was  trust- 
r'*'8571  ^^^^7)  ^another  question  would  arise ;  that  is,  whether  the 
inference  was  correctly  drawn  from  the  facts  which  he  was 
supposed  to  prove. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  number  of  circumstances  stated  by  a  witness 
does  not  add  to  the  force  of  his  direct  testimony,  unless  they  be  such 
as  admit  of  contradiction  if  his  testimony  be  false. 

The  number  of  circumstances  is  not  essential,  inasmuch  as  it  repels 
any  suspicion  of  fraud,  but  from  the  consideration  that  the  greater 
the  number  of  circumstances  is,  the  greater  will  be  the  certainty  as 
to  the  conclusion  deduced.  A  few  circumstances  may  be  consistent 
with  several  solutions ;  but  the  whole  context  of  circumstances  can 
consist  with  one  hypothesis  only ;  and  the  wider  the  range  of  circum- 
stances is,  the  more  certain  will  it  be  that  the  hypothesis  which  con- 
sists with,  and  reconciles  them  all,  is  the  true  one. 

Although  all  facts  and  circumstances  connected  with  the  subject 
of  inquiry  be  admissible  in  evidence  to  explain  its  nature,  and  although 
all  facts  must  necessarily  be  consistent  with  truth,  yet  it  is  to  be  recol- 
lected, that  facts  themselves  may  be  simulated  and  fabricated  with  a 
view  to  deceive  and  mislead.  Such  facts,  however,  are  necessarily 
exposed  to  great  danger  of  detection,  from  the  obvious  difficulty  of 
uniting  by  artful  means  that  which  is  false  with  that  which  is  genuine, 
and  thus  substituting  a  false  and  artificial  for  a  real  consistency  and 
context  of  circumstances. 
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The  great  difficulty  of  practising  frauds  of  this  description,  and 
their  liability  to  detection  from  a  careful  examination  and  compari- 
son of  circumstances,  will  be  best  elucidated  by  a  few  examples. 
Attempts  at  this  kind  of  deception  have  not  un frequently  been  made 
with  a  view  to  conceal  the  crime  of  murder,  and  in  order  to  produce 
belief  that  the  party  died  from  natural  or  accidental  causes,  or  was 
felo  de  se :  in  the  detection  of  such  ^impostures  the  testimony 
of  medical  practitioners  cannot  be  too  highly  appreciated.         ^        -^ 

The  remarkable  case  of  Sir  Edmundbury  Godfrey  may  be  cited  as 
an  instance  of  this  kind.^  The  deceased  was  found  in  a  ditch  at 
Chalk  Farm,  in  the  neighborhood  of  London,  his  own  sword  passing 
through  his  body,  so  that  the  ends  projected  two  hands'  breadth  be- 
hind his  back ;  his  gloves  and  some  other  things  were  laid  on  the 
bank  so  as  to  excite  a  belief  that  he  had  destroyed  himself.  But 
there  was  no  blood  about  the  place,  and  upon  drawing  the  sword  out 
of  the  body  no  blood  followed.  The  body  was  discolored  and  bruised, 
and  the  neck  so  flexible  that  the  chin  could  be  turned  from  one 
shoulder  to  the  other.     The  deceased  had  in  fact  been  strangled. 

In  the  State  Trials  a  very  singular  case  of  the  same  description  is 
also  mentioned,  of  a  woman  who  was  found  in  bed  with  her  throat  cut : 
her  husband's  relations  (the  husband  being  absent  from  home  at  the 
time)  occupied  the  apartment  adjoining  to  the  chamber  of  the  deceased, 
and  there  was  no  access  to  her  chamber  but  through  their  apartment. 
The  relations,  who  thus  occupied  the  adjoining  apartment,  had  ar- 
ranged matters  so  that  it  might  be  supposed  that  the  deceased  had 
destroyed  herself;  but  one  circumstance  amongst  others  was  conclu- 
sive to  destroy  this  supposition,  for  on  the  left  hand  of  the  deceased 
was  observed  the  bloody  mark  of  a  left  hand,  which  of  course  could 
not  have  been  that  of  the  deceased. 

Another  instance,  cited  in  an  able  work  on  Medical  Jurisprudence,^ 
is  to  this  effect : — A  citizen  of  Liege  was  found  shot,  and  his  own 
pistol  was  discovered  lying  near  him,  and  no  person  had  been  seen  to 
enter  or  to  leave  the  house  of  the  deceased ;  from  these  circumstances 
it  was  concluded  that  he  had  destroyed  himself,  but  on  ♦ex- 
amining the  ball  by  which  he  had  been  killed  it  was  found  to  '•  -■ 
be  too  large  to  have  been  discharged  from  that  pistol,  in  consequence 
of  which  suspicion  fell  upon  the  real  murderer. 

Secondly :  It  is  essential  that  all  the  faet%  should  be  consistent  with 

*  7  How.  St  Tr.  159. 

^  By  Dr.  Paris  and  J.  S.  M.  Fonblanque ;  see  also  the  publications  on  the 
same  subject,  by  Dr.  Smith,  Dr.  Male,  and  Dr.  Taylor. 
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the  hf/pothesis.  For,  as  all  things  which  have  happened  were  necessa- 
rily congruous  and  consistent,  it  follows,  that  if  any  one  established 
fact  be  wholly  irreconcilable  with  the  hypothesis,  the  latter  cannot  be 
true.  Such  an  incongruity  and  inconsistency  is  sufficient  to  negative 
the  hypothesis,  even  although  it  coincide  and  agree  with  all  the  other 
facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case  to  the  minutest  extent.  Undoubt- 
edly such  an  intimate  coincidence  in  other  respects  would  suggest  the 
necessity  of  investigating  the  truth  of  the  incongruous  circumstances 
with  great  caution ;  yet  if  the  incongruity  could  not  eventually  be 
removed,  the  hypothesis  would  fall,  although  no  other  could  be  sug- 
gested."" 

Thirdly :  It  is  essential  (hat  the  circumstances  should  be  of  a  conclu- 
sive nature  and  tendency.  Evidence  is  always  indefinite  and  incon- 
clusive, when  it  raises  no  more  than  a  limited  probability  in  favor  of 
the  fact,  as  compared  with  some  definite  probability  against  it, 
whether  the  precise  proposition  can  or  cannot  be  ascertained.  It  is, 
on  the  other  hand,  of  a  conclusive  nature  and  tendency,  when  the 
probability  in  favor  of  the  hypothesis  exceeds  all  arithmetical  or 
definite  limits. 

Such  evidence  is  always  insufficient,  where,  assuming  all  to  be 
proved  which  the  evidence  tends  to  prove,  some  other  hypothesis  may 
still  be  true ;  for  it  is  the  actual  *exclusion  of  every  hypo- 
^  -'  thesis  which  invests  mere  circumstances  with  the  force  of 
proof.  Whenever,  therefore,  the  evidence  leaves  it  indifferent  which 
of  several  hypotheses  is  true,  or  merely  establishes  some  finite  pro- 
bability in  favor  of  one  hypothesis  rather  than  another,  such  evi- 
dence cannot  amount  to  proof,  however  great  the  probability  may  be. 
To  hold  that  any  finite  degree  of  probability  shall  constitute  proof 
adequate  to  the  conviction  of  an  offender,  woald  in  reality  be  to  assert, 
that  out  of  some  finite  number  of  persons  accused,  an  innocent  man 
should  be  sacrificed  for  the  sake  of  punishing  the  rest ;  a  proposition 
which  is  as  inconsistent  with  the  humane  spirit  of  our  law  as  it  is  with 
the  suggestions  of  reason  and  justice.  The  maxim  of  law  is,  that  it 
is  better  that  ninety-nine  {i.  e.  an  indefinite  number  of)  offenders 
should  escape,  than  that  one  innocent  man  should  be  condemned. 

™  It  was  on  this  principle  that  the  French  philosophers  opposed  Newton's 
system  of  the  world.  Thej  objected  that  the  calculations  formed  upon  the 
hypothesis  made  the  motion  of  the  moon's  apsides  but  one-half  as  great  as  they 
were  proved  to  be  by  actual  observation.  It  was  afterwards  discovered  that 
the  error  was  in  neglecting  a  tangential  force  in  the  calculation ;  and  it  was 
found  that,  when  this  was  taken  into  the  account,  the  theoretical  result  coincided 
with  the  fact. 
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Thus,  in  practice,  iirhere  it  is  certain  that  one  of  two  individuals 
committed  the  offence  charged,  but  it  is  uncertain  whether  the  one 
or  the  other  was  the  guilty  agent,  neither  of  them  can  be  con- 
victed. 

The  principle  extends  to  all  cases  where  the  ultimate  tendency  of 
the  evidence  is  of  an  inconclusive  nature ;  that  is,  where  admitting 
all  to  be  proved  which  the  evidence  tends  to  prove,  the  guilt  of  the 
accused  would  be  left  either  wholly  uncertain  or  dependent  upon  some 
merely  definite  probability.* 

*It  is  very  possible,  indeed,  that  mere  coincidences  may  p^Q^,--. 
be  so  numerous,  as  by  force  of  multiplied  probability  to  ex-  *•  -^ 
elude  all  reasonable  doubt ;  but  this  can  never  happen  in  the  absence 
of  circumstances  of  a  conclusive  tendency,  unless  the  probability  be 
increased  to  an  indefinite  extent  beyond  the  reach  of  mere  calcula- 
tion. Whenever  the  probability  is  of  a  definite  and  limited  nature 
(whether  in  the  proportion  of  one  hundred  to  one,  or  of  one  thousand 
to  one,  or  any  other  ratio,  is  immaterial),  it  cannot  be  safely  made 
the  ground  of  conviction ;  for  to  act  upon  it  in  any  case  would  be  to 
decide  that,  for  the  sake  of  convicting  many  criminals,  the  life  of  one 
innocent  man  might  be  sacrificed. 

The  distinction  between  evidence  of  a  conclusive  tendency  which 
is  sufficient  for  this  purpose,  and  that  which  is  inconclusive,  seems  to 
be  this :  the  latter  is  limited  and  concluded  by  some  degree  or  other 
of  finite  probability,  beyond  which  it  cannot  go ;  the  former,  though 
not  demonstrative,  is  attended  with  a  degree  of  probability  of  an 
indefinite  and  unlimited  nature. 

^  The  very  remarkable  case  of  Mr.  Barnard,  who  was  tried  on  a  charge  of 
sending  a  threatening  letter  to  the  Duke  of  Marlborough,  affords  an  illustra- 
tion of  these  positions.  The  duke  was  twice  required,  by  letter,  to  meet  the 
writer,  and  on  both  occasions  was  met  by  the  prisoner  :  the  one  place  of  as- 
signation was  near  a  particular  tree  in  Hyde  Park ;  the  other,  in  an  aisle  of 
Westminster  Abbey.  That  Mr.  Barnard  should,  by  mere  accident,  have  been 
at  both  places  at  the  very  time  appointed  for  the  meetings  was  certainly  most 
remarkable :  yet,  notwithstanding  the  strong  degree  of  suspicion  created  by 
such  coincidences,  they  were  clearly  insufficient,  without  more,  to  warrant  a 
conviction.  The  prisoner  was,  neyertheless,  put  upon  his  defence,  and  produced 
evidence  to  show  that  those  coincidences  were  purely  accidental.  Perhaps  the 
real  clue  to  the  transaction  may  be  this,  that  the  prisoner  was  a  party  to  the 
transaction,  although  no  real  intention  existed  of  profiting  by  the  contrivance. 
The  rank  and  situation  of  the  prisoner  in  society,  and  the  obvious  impossibility 
of  his  ever  enjoying  that  which  he  demanded,  are  circumstances  strongly  tend- 
ing to  exclude  such  a  supposition,  and  the  nature  and  style  of  the  demand 
render  it  probable  that  the  real  object  of  the  writer  was  not  personal  gain. 
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It  frequently  happens,  as  has  been  seen,  that  where  the  evidence  of 
the  circumstances  attending  the  transaction  itself  would  be  imperfect 
and  inconclusive,  it  derives  a  conclusive  nature  and  tendency  from  a 
consideration  of  the  conduct  of  the  accused.  The  ordinary  motives 
of  self-preservation  and  self-interest,  common  to  all  mankind,  furnish 
the  strongest  presumption  that  a  party  would  explain,  by  statement 
at  all  events,  and  by  proof  where  *it  was  practicable,  such 
^  -'  evidence  as  tended  to  his  prejudice.  Hence  it  is  that  circum* 
stances,  which  abstractedly  considered  would  be  inconclusive,  acquire 
a  conclusive  character  and  tendency,  from  the  silence  of  the  adversary, 
or  his  failure  in  attempting  to  explain  them.^ 

Where  the  evidence  to  prove  larceny  consists  in  the  recent  posses- 
sion of  the  stolen  property,  it  is  in  itself  imperfect  and  inconclusive. 
But  if  the  evidence  of  possession  be  coupled  with  the  consideration 
that  the  party  charged,  having  it  in  his  power  to  account  for  the  pos- 
session, if  it  really  consist  with  his  innocence,  either  refuses  to  account 
for  the  possession  or  attempts  to  impose  a  false  account,  the  evidence 
is  then  conclusive  in  its  nature  and  tendency,  and  is  proper  for  the 
consideration  of  the  jury. 

Fourthly :  It  is  essential  that  the  circumstances  shauldf  to  a  moral 
certainty  J  actually  exclude  every  hypothesis  but  the  one  proposed  to  be 
proved.^ 

Hence  results  the  rule  in  criminal  cases,  that  the  coincidence  of 
circumstances  to  indicate  guilt,  however  strong  and  numerous  they 
may  be,  avails  nothing  unless  the  corpus  delicti^  the  fiict  that  the 
crime  has  been  actually  perpetrated,  be  first  established.  So  long 
as  the  least  doubt  exists  as  to  the  act,  there  can  be  no  certainty 
as  to  the  criminal  agent.  Hence,  upon  charges  of  homicide  it  is  an 
established  rule  that  the  accused  shall  not  be  convicted  unless  the 
death  be  first  distinctly  proved,  either  by  direct  evidence  of  the  fact 
or  by  inspection  of  the  body :  a  rule  warranted  by  melancholy  expe- 
rience of  the  conviction  and  execution  of  supposed  offenders,  charged 
with  the  murder  of  persons  who  survived  their  alleged  murderers;  as 
in  the  case  of  the  uncle  already  alluded  to,  cited  by  Sir  Edward 
Coke  and  Lord  Hale.  So,  Lord  Hale  recommends  that  no  prisoner 
shall  be  convicted  of  larceny  in  stealing  the  goods  of  a  person  un- 
known, unless  the  fact  of  the  robbery  be  previously  *proved.' 
^  -'  The  same  principle  requires  that  upon  a  charge  of  homicide, 
even  when  the  body  has  been  found,  and  although  indications  of  a 

«  Supra^  p.  845.  »  Hedge's  ease,  2  Lew.  G.  0.  227. 

4  See  tit.  Larcsnt. 
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violent  death  be  manifest,  that  it  shall  still  be  fullj  and  satisfactorily 
proved  that  the  death  was  neither  occasioned  by  natural  causes,' 
by  accident,  nor  by  the  act  of  the  deceased  himself.  In  considering 
the  probability  of  the  latter  supposition,  it  is  to  be  recollected  that 
it  is  by  no  means  improbable  that  a  person  bent  on  self-destruction 
would  use  precautions  to  protect  his  memory  from  ignominy,  and 
his  property  from  the  forfeiture,  consequent  on  a  verdict  oi  feh 
de  Be,* 

The  force  of  circumstantial  evidence  being  exclusive  in  its  nature 
and  the  mere  coincidence  of  the  hypothesis  with  the  circumstances 
being  in  the  abstract  insufficient,  unless  they  exclude  every  other 
supposition,  it  is  essential  to  inquire,  with  the  most  scrupulous  atten- 
tion, what  other  hypothesis  there  may  be  which  may  agree  wholly 
or  partially  with  the  facts  in  evidence.  Those  which  agree  even 
partially  with  the  circumstances  are  not  unworthy  of  examination, 
because  they  lead  to  a  more  minute  examination  of  those  facts  with 
which  at  first  they  might  ^appear  to  be  inconsistent;  and  it 
is  possible  that  upon  a  more  minute  investigation  of  those  ^  -^ 
facts  their  authenticity  may  be  rendered  doubtful,  or  may  be  even 
altogether  disproved.  In  criminal  cases  the  statement  made  by  the 
accused  is  in  this  point  of  view  of  the  most  essential  importance. 
Such  is  the  complexity  of  human  affairs,  so  infinite  the  combinations 
of  circumstances,  that  the  true  hypothesis  which  is  capable  of  ex- 
plaining and  reconciling  all  the  apparently  conflicting  circumstances 
of  the  case,  may  escape  the  acutest  penetration ;  but  the  prisoner, 
so  far  as  he  alone  is  concerned,  can  always  afford  a  clue  to  them ; 
and  though  he  be  unable  to  support  his  statement  by  evidence, 
his  account  of  the  transaction  is  for  this  purpose  always  most  mate- 

'  See  the  trial  of  Spencer  Cowper,  for  the  alleged  murder  of  Sarah  Stoat :  13 
How.  St.  Tr.  1105.  The  doubt  which  arose  in  that  case  upon  the  confliotiDg 
evidence,  whether  the  death  of  the  deceased  had  been  occasioned  by  mere  acci- 
dent, or  by  her  own  act,  or  by  the  act  of  another,  afforded,  as  it  seems,  a  deci- 
sive ground  for  acquittal. 

'  In  a  little  work,  entitled  The  Theory  of  Presumptive  Proof,  is  cited  the  case 
of  Thomas  Harris,  who  was  executed  at  York,  for  the  murder  of  James  Gray, 
in  the  year  1642.  According  to  that  statement,  Harris  kept  a  public  house,  and 
was  charged  by  his  man  servant,  Morgan,  with  having  strangled  James  Gray,  a 
travelling  guest,  in  his  house ;  upon  the  testimony  of  Morgan,  aided  by  some 
circumstantial  evidence,  as  to  the  prisoner's  having  on  the  same  morning  con- 
cealed some  money  in  his  garden,  the  prisoner  was  convicted  and  executed,  al- 
though no  marks  of  violence  appeared  on  the  body  of  the  deceased,  and  who  had 
in  fact  died  of  apoplexy,  as  appeared  by  the  subsequent  confession  of  the  wit- 
ness himself. 


864  PROOFS — DUTT    OF    THE    JURY. 

rial  and  important.  The  effect  may  be,  on  the  one  hand,  to  suggest  a 
view  of  the  case  which  consists  with  the  innocence  of  the  accused,  and 
which  might  otherwise  have  escaped  observation ;  on  the  other  hand, 
its  effect  may  be  to  narrow  the  question  to  the  consideration  whether 
that  statement  be  or  be  not  excluded  and  falsified  by  the  evidence. 

The  recent  possession  of  stolen  property  is,  independently  of  the 
conduct  and  declarations  of  the  accused,  or  his  silence,  very  imper- 
fect evidence  of  guilt ;  the  apparent  possession  may  have  resulted 
from  the  malicious  act  of  some  other  person.  In  a  case,  therefore, 
where  no  act  of  concealment  or  assumption  of  property  can  be 
proved,  and  the  accused  is  consistent  in  denying  all  knowledge  of 
possession,  such  a  defence  becomes  entitled  to  the  most  serious  atten- 
tion, and  exacts  a  most  rigorous  inquiry  as  to  its  truth  or  probability ; 
where,  on  the  other  hand,  the  prisoner  admits  the  possession,  and 
attempts  to  account  for  it  by  a  false  statement,  the  necessity  for  such 
an  inquiry  does  not  arise.* 

♦What  circumstances  will  amount  to  proof  can  never  be 
L  -I  matter  of  general  definition ;  the  legal  test  is  the  sufficiency 
of  the  evidence  to  satisfy  the  understanding  and  conscience  of  the 
jury.  On  the  one  hand,  absolute,  metaphysical  and  demonstrative 
certainty  is  not  essential  to  proof  by  circumstances.  It  is  sufficient 
if  they  produce  moral  certainty  to  the  exclusion  of  every  reasonable 
doubt ;  even  direct  and  positive  testimony  does  not  afford  grounds 
of  belief  of  a  higher  and  superior  nature.  To  acquit  upon  light, 
trivial  and  fanciful  suppositions  and'  remote  conjectures,  is  a  virtual 
violation  of  the  juror's  oath,  and  an  offence  of  great  magnitude 
against  the  interests  of  society,  directly  tending  to  the  disregard  of 
the  obligation  of  a  judical  oath,  the  hindrance  and  disparagement  of 

*  A  lamentable  case  occurred  some  years  ago  (I  state  from  common  report 
only),  which  strongly  illustrates  the  necessity  of  exerting  the  utmost  vigilance 
in  negativing  satisfactorily  every  other  possible  hypothesis,  in  a  case  of  purely 
circumstantial  evidence.  A  servant  girl  was  charged  with  having  murdered 
her  mistress.  The  circumstantial  evidence  was  very  strong  ;  no  persons  were 
in  the  house  but  the  murdered  mistress  and  the  prisoner,  the  doors  and  windows 
were  closed  and  secure,  as  usual ;  upon  this  and  some  other  circumstances  the 
prisoner  was  convicted,  principally  upon  the  presumption,  from  the  state  of  the 
doors  and  windows,  that  no  one  could  have  had  access  to  the  house  but  herself, 
and  she  was  accordingly  executed.  It  afterwards  appeared,  by  the  confession 
of  one  of  the  real  murderers,  that  they  had  gained  admission  to  the  house, 
which  was  situated  in  a  narrow  street,  by  means  of  a  board  thrust  across  the 
street,  from  an  upper  window  of  the  opposite  to  an  upper  window  of  the  house 
of  the  deceased ;  and  that  the  murderers  retreated  in  the  same  way,  leaving  no 
trace  behind  them. 
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justice,  and  the  encouragement  of  malefactors.  On  the  other  hand, 
a  juror  ought  not  to  condemn  unless  the  evidence  exclude  from  his  mind 
all  reasonable  doubt  as  to  the  guilt  of  the  accused,  and,  as  has  been 
well  observed,  unless  he  be  so  convinced  by  the  evidence  that  he  would 
venture  to  act  upon  that  conviction  in  matters  of  the  highest  concern 
and  importance  to  his  own  interest ;  and  in  no  case,  as  it  seems,  ought 
the  force  of  circumstantial  evidence  sufficient  to  warrant  conviction, 
to  be  inferior  to  that  which  is  derived  from  the  testimony  of  a  single 
witness,  the  lowest  degree  of  direct  evidence. 

♦Lastly :  It  seems  that  mere  circumstantial  evidence  ought 
in  no  case  to  be  relied  on  where  direct  and  positive  evidence,  *-  ^ 
which  might  have  been  given,  is  wilfully  withheld  by  the  prosecutor. 
Where  direct  evidence  is  attainable,  circumstantial  evidence  is  of  a 
secondary  nature ;  beside,  the  great  excellence  of  indirect  evidence  is 
its  freedom  from  suspicion,  and  no  greater  discredit  can  be  thrown 
upon  it  than  by  the  withholding  of  direct  evidence. 

Thirdly,  with  respect  to  cases  of  conflicting  evidence.  The  first 
step  in  the  process  of  inquiry,  in  these  cases  must  naturally  and  ob- 
viously be,  to  ascertain  whether  the  apparent  inconsistencies  and  in- 
congruities which  such  evidence  presents  may  not  without  violence  be 
reconciled,  and  if  not,  to  what  extent,  and  in  what  particulars,  the  ad- 
verse evidence  is  irreconcilable;  and  then,  by  careful  investigation 
and  comparison,  to  reject  that  which  is  vicious ;  and  thus,  if  it  be 
practicable,  to  reduce  the  whole  testimony  and  circumstances  of  uni- 
form and  consistent  tendency. 

Where  the  testimony  of  direct  witnesses  is  apparently  at  variance, 
it  is  to  be  considered,  in  the  first  place,  whether  they  be  not  in  reality 
reconcilable,  especially  where  there  is  no  extrinsic  reason  for  suspect- 
ing error  or  fraud.  But  if  their  statements  upon  examination  be 
found  to  be  irreconcilable,  it  becomes  an  important  duty  to  distinguish 
between  the  misconceptions  of  an  innocent  witness,  which  may  not 
affect  his  general  testimony,  and  wilful  and  corrupt  misrepresentations 
which  destroy  his  credit  altogether.  The  presumption  of  reason  as 
well  as  of  law  in  favor  of  innocence,  will  attribute  a  variance  in  testi- 
mony to  the  former  rather  than  the  latter  origin.  Partial  incongrui- 
ties and  discrepancies  in  testimony,  as  to  collateral  points,  are,  as  has 
been  already  observed,  to  be  expected ;  and  it  is  for  a  jury  to  deter- 
mine whether  in  the  particular  instance  they  are  of  such  a  nature  and 
character,  under  all  the  circumstances,  that  they  may  be  or  cannot  be 
attributed  to  mistake.  In  estimating  the  *probability  of  mis- 
take and  error,  and  also  in  deciding  on  which  side  the  mistake   ^        -^ 
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lies,  much  must  depend  on  the  natural  talents  of  the  adverse  wit- 
nesses, their  quickness  of  perception,  strength  of  memory,  their 
previous  habits  of  general  attention,  or  of  attention  to  particular 
subject-matters.  A  physician  or  surgeon  would  be  much  more  likely 
to  observe  particular  symptoms  or  appearances  in  a  medical  or  surgi- 
cal case,  and  to  form  from  them  correct  conclusions,  than  an  un- 
skilful and  inexperienced  person  would  be  likely  to  do.  Much 
must  also  depend  upon  a  comparison  of  the  means  and  opportunity 
which  the  witnesses  had  for  making  observations,  of  the  circum- 
stances which  were  likely  to  excite  and  engage  their  attention,  and 
of  their  reasons  and  motives  for  attending ;  and  here  it  is  to  be  ob- 
served, that  there  is  an  important  distinction  between  positive  and 
negative  testimony. 

If  one  witness  were  positively  to  swear  that  he  saw  or  heard  a  fact, 
and  another  were  merely  to  swear  that  he  was  present,  but  did  not 
see  or  hear  it,  and  the  witnesses  were  equally  trustworthy,  the  general 
principle  would,  in  ordinary  cases,  create  a  preponderance  in  favor  of 
the  affirmative ;  for  it  would  usually  happen  that  a  witness  who  swore 
positively,  minutely  and  circumstantially  to  a  fact  which  was  untrue, 
would  be  guilty  of  perjury,  but  it  would  by  no  means  follow  that  a 
witness  who  swore  negatively  would  be  perjured,  although  the  affirma- 
tive were  true ;  the  falsity  of  the  testimony  might  arise  from  inatten- 
tion, mistake,  or  defect  of  memory ;  and  therefore,  even  independ- 
ently of  the  usual  presumption  in  favor  of  innocence,  the  probabili^ 
would  be  in  favor  of  the  affirmative.  If,  for  instance  two  persons 
should  remain  in  the  same  room  for  the  same  period  of  time,  and  one 
of  them  should  swear  that  during  that  time  he  heard  a  clock  in  the 
room  strike  the  hour,  and  the  other  should  swear  that  he  did  not  hear 
the  clock  strike,  it  is  very  possible  that  the  fact  might  be  true,  and  yet 
each  might  swear  truly.  It  is  not  only  possible,  but  probable  that 
the  latter  ^witness,  though  in  the  same  room,  through  inat- 
*-  -'  tention,  might  be  unconscious  of  the  fact,  or,  being  conscious 
of  it  at  the  time,  that  the  recollection  had  afterwards  faded  from 
his  memory.  It  follows,  therefore,  by  way  of  corollary  to  the  last 
proposition,  that  in  such  cases,  unless  the  contrary  manifestly  appear, 
the  presumption  in  favor  of  human  veracity  operates  to  support  the 
affirmative. 

And  further,  when,  in  cases  of  conflicting  testimony,  upon  a  com- 
parison between  the  witnesses  in  respect  of  the  means  and  opportu- 
nity which  they  have  had  of  ascertaining  the  facts  to  which  they 
testify,  it  turns  out  that  the  one  class  has  had  more  competent  and 
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adequate  means  of  information  than  the  other ;  or  that,  under  the 
circumstances,  the  attention  of  the  latter  was  not  so  likely  to  he  so 
fully  excited  and  particularly  directed  to  the  facts,  this  principle  co- 
operates with  the  weight  of  evidence  in  favor  of  the  former,  in  all 
cases  where  there  is  room  for  error  or  mistake. 

The  application  of  this  principle  supposes  that  the  positive  can  he 
reconciled  with  the  negative  testimony  without  violence  and  con- 
straint. Evidence  of  a  negative  nature  may,  under  particular  cir- 
cumstances, not  only  be  equal,  but  superior,  to  positive  evidence. 
This  must  always  depend  upon  the  question,  whether,  under  the  par- 
ticular circumstances,  the  negative  testimony  can  be  attributed  to 
inattention,  error  or  defect  of  memory.  If,  in  the  instance  above 
supposed,  two  persons  were  placed  in  the  room  where  the  clock  was, 
for  the  express  purpose  of  ascertaining  by  their  senses  whether  it 
would  strike  or  not,  there  would  be  little  room  to  attribute  the  vari- 
ance between  their  negative  testimony  and  the  positive  testimony  of 
a  third  witness  to  mistake  or  inattention,  and  the  real  question  would 
be  as  to  the  credit  of  the  witnesses. 

It  is  also  observable  that  this  principle  is  inapplicable,  where  a 
negative  depends  on  the  establishment  of  an  opposite  positive  fact. 
Thus  an  alibi  negatives  the  actual  commission  of  a  crime  by  the 
prisoner;  but  the  evidence  *is  of  as  direct  and  positive  a 
nature  as  that  which  tends  to  prove  his  presence  and  actual  ^  ^ 
commission  of  the  crime. 

Where  the  testimony  of  conflicting  witnesses  is  irreconcilable, 
and  cannot  be  attributed  to  incapacity  or  error,  it  frequently  be- 
comes a  painful  and  difScult  task  to  decide  to  which  class  credit  is 
due.  And  here  it  is  to  be  observed,  in  the  first  place,  that  all 
those  considerations  which  have  been  applied  as  tests  of  the  credit 
and  veracity  of  witnesses  uncontradicted,  are  also  tests  of  credi- 
bility in  cases  of  conflict.  The  first  point  of  comparison  is  their 
character  for  integrity.  This  may  either  depend  on  positive  evi- 
dence as  to  their  previous    situation,^  conduct  and   character,  or 

*  The  Roman  law  was  far  more  copioas  than  our  own,  in  its  rales  of  exclusion. 
Conaeqtiens  est,  ut  in  omnibus  caueis  Jidem  ieatium  deoet  aiaa  puerilisj  insania, 
conditio  vitas f  turpitudoj  paupertiUf  magnum  opprobrium,  &c. :  Heineoc.  £i.  J. 
0.,  Part  lY.,  seo.  ozzzTiii.  L.  10,  ff.  L.  10,  o.  h.  t. — Nee  aervorum  iestimonio  ere- 
dendum  esse,  nisi  alia  deaii  ratio  veritatem  eruendi :  Ibid.  sec.  czzxviii.,  L.  7,  ff. 
h.  f. — VaeiUare  Jidem  mulierum  quce  qucutum  eorpore  feeerunt :  L.  3,  {  5,  h. — 
Eorum  qui  tntam  ad  eultrum  vd  ad  dqmgnandas  bestiae  locarunt :  L.  3,  {  5,  h. 
f. — Omnium  vUiorum  et  pauperum  quamdiu  aliorum  est  eopia:  L.  3,  ff.  L.  18,  c. 
h.  t — Ut  merito  repeUantur  pater  in  cauad  jUii^  JUiue  in  coMed  patrie,  aliique 
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*may  be  matter  of  inference  and  presumption,  from  their 
^  ^  relative  situation  as  to  the  parties,  or  the  subject-matter  of 
the  cause,  and  the  various  and  almost  innumerable  circumstances  by 
which  their  testimony  may  be  influenced  or  biased.  Where  testimony 
is  equally  balanced  in  all  other  respects,  a  slight  degree  of  interest 
or  connection  may  be  sufficient  to  turn  the  scale.  In  such  cases,  also, 
any  variance  in  the  testimony  of  the  witness  from  a  former  statement 
relating  to  the  same  transaction,  if  it  be  established  and  not  explained, 
necessarily  tends  to  impeach  either  his  integrity  or  his  ability. 

All  those  circumstances  which  were  likely  to  influence  and  bias 
witnesses  in  favor  of  the  party,  are  of  course  entitled  to  great  con- 
sideration in  weighing  their  credit,  although  they  do  not  exclude  their 
testimony.  These  are  of  too  obvious  and  extensive  a  nature  to  require 
enumeration  :  not  only  may  the  stronger  motives  arising  from  the  ties 
of  consanguinity,  friendship,  or  expectation  of  future  gain,  cast  a 
doubt  upon  the  credit  of  witnesses  whose  testimony  is  contrasted  with 
that  of  persons  who  stand  wholly  indifferent,  but  so  also  in  cases 
where,  in  other  respects  the  weight  of  testimony  is  nicely  balanced, 
may  many  considerations  of  inferior  and  weaker  description ;  such  as 
the  interest  which  the  witness  may  possess  in  a  similar  question,  or 
the  bias  and  prejudice  which  may  arise  in  favor  of  a  party  from  con- 
nection in  the  way  of  trade,  profession,  or  membership  of  any  de- 
scription i"^  considerations  of  this  kind,  which  would  frequently  afford 

potesiati  vel  imperio  alterius^  subjecti,  vel  domestici:  L.  6,  L.  9,  L.  24,  f.  L.  3,  L. 
0.  h.  t. —  Ut  suspecti  etiam  sunt  amid  et  inimici:  L.  3,  pr.  ff.  L.  5,  L.  17. — 
Although  a  proper  sense  of  the  sacred  obligation  of  an  oath  may  be  equally 
strong  in  every  condition  of  society,  yet  the  temporal  consequences  of  detected 
perjury  or  prevarication  may  frequently  depend  much  on  the  witness's  rank  or 
situation  in  life.  To  a  common  laborer,  the  temporal  consequences  of  a  viola- 
tion of  his  oath  would  probably  be  confined  merely  to  temporal  punishment, 
and  that  only  upon  a  conviction  after  an  expensive  legal  process  ]  whilst  to  a 
solicitor  or  attorney,  whose  professional  existence  depends  upon  his  reputation 
and  credit,  loss  of  character  consequent  upon  detection,  although  there  should 
be  no  conviction,  might  end  in  his  ruin.  Considerations  of  this  nature  must 
obviously  possess  a  contrary  tendency,  where  the  testimony  of  a  witness  tends 
to  repel  and  remove  some  charge  of  improper  conduct,  which  would  otherwise 
affect  his  reputation.  Thus,  upon  a  question  whether  a  testator  was  capable  of 
executing  a  will,  a  professional  witness,  whether  legal  or  medical,  has  an  interest 
in  proving  the  capacity ;  for  the  fact  that  he  had  made  or  even  witnessed  a  will, 
executed  by  one  utterly  incapable  of  making  one,  would  affect  his  professional 
character.  Such  observations  apply  in  those  oases  only  of  doubt  and  suspicion 
where  the  evidence  is  of  a  conflicting  nature. 

'  Parimente  le  credibilitjt  di  un  testimonio  puo  essere  alcuna  volta  sminuita 
quand'  egli  sia  membro  d*  alcuna  sociat^  privata,  di  cui  gli  usi,  e  le  massime  siano 
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not  the  Blightest  ground  of  questioning  the  credit  of  an  unimpeached 

"^witness,  may  become  of  essential  importance  when  the  credit 

of  conflicting  witnesses  is  in  other  respects  in  a  state  of  equi-   ^         -^ 

poise. 

Such  considerations  become  still  more  important  where  any  sus- 
picion arises  from  the  manner  and  demeanor  of  the  witness  in  deliver- 
ing his  testimony.  These,  indeed,  frequently  afford  strong  tests  for 
judging  of  his  sincerity,  although  his  motive  be  not  apparent.  Mani- 
festations of  warmth  and  zeal  beyond  those  which  the  occasion 
naturally  calls  for,  over-forwardness  in  testifying  that  which  will 
benefit  the  party  for  whom  he  testifies,  and  ill-concealed  reluctance 
in  declaring  that  which  tends  to  his  prejudice,  flippancy  and  levity 
of  manner,  coldness  and  apathy  in  describing  injuries  which  would 
naturally  excite  a  contrary  feeling,  indications  of  subtlety,  artifice 
and  cunning,  are,  with  a  multitude  of  others,  tests  for  estimating  the 
true  character  of  a  witness  and  the  value  of  his  testimony. 

But  above  all,  where  the  credit  of  conflicting  witnesses  is  doubtful, 
as  far  as  regards  their  number,  their  integrity,  their  means  of  know- 
ledge, and  the  consistency  and  probability  of  their  testimony,  a  com- 
parison of  their  statements  with  each  other,  and  with  undisputed  or 
established  facts,  is  a  great  test  of  credibility. 

The  relative  consistency  of  testimony  is  a  most  important  test  of 
comparison.  The  testimonies  of  witnesses  of  truth  will  consist  with 
each  other,  and  with  all  the  established  circumstances  of  the  case,  in 
numerous  and  minute  particulars,  which  are  frequently  beyond  the 
reach  of  invention,'  and  will  exhibit  that  degree  of  solid  coherency 
♦which  necessarily  results  from  a  real  and  actual  connection 
and  congruity  in  nature,  which  minuteness  and  detail  of  cir-  ^  -■ 
cumstances  will  serve  but  to  render  more  complete :  with  false  wit- 
nesses the  very  reverse  takes  place;  their  testimony  must  either 
be  sparing  in  circumstances,  and  therefore  of  a  nature  obviously  sus- 

0  Don  ben  conosciute  o  diverse  dalle  puliche.    Un  tal  uomo  ha  non  solo  le  pro- 
prie  ma  le  altrai  passioni :  Beccaria,  c.  13. 

^  Dr.  Paley,  with  reference  to  historical  evidence,  says,  '^  The  undosignedness 
of  coincidences  is  to  be  gathered  from  their  latency,  their  minuteness,  their  ob- 
liquity ;  the  suitableness  of  the  circumstances  in  which  they  consist  to  the 
places  in  which  those  circumstances  occur,  and  the  circuitous  references  by 
which  they  are  traced  out,  demonstrate  that  they  have  not  been  produced  by 
meditation  or  by  any  fraudulent  contrivance ;  but  coincidences  from  which  these 
causes  are  excluded,  and  which  are  too  close  and  numerous  to  be  accounted  for 
by  accidental  cononrrenoe  of  fiction,  must  necessarily  have  truth  for  their 
foundation.'' 
50 
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picious,  or  be  liable  to  detection  from  comparing  the  invented  circum* 
stances  with  each  other,  and  with  those  which  are  known  to  be  true. 

In  cases  of  conflicting  testimony,  and  particularly  where  the  subject 
of  litigation  is  remote  in  point  of  time,  or  the  question  depends  upon 
the  terms  of  oral  communications,  the  evidence  of  written  documents 
connected  with  the  transaction  are,  on  account  of  their  permanency, 
of  the  most  obvious. and  essential  importance.  Every  day  furnishes 
instances  of  the  weakness  of  human  memory  in  such  cases,  and  great 
opportunity  is  afforded  for  misrepresentation  or  mistake;  whilst 
writings  are  permanent,  and,  as  has  well  been  observed,  are  witnesses 
difficult  to  be  corrupted." 

As  the  depositions  of  dead  or  absent  witnesses  are,  in  point  of  law, 
of  a  secondary  nature  to  the  vivd  voce  testimony  of  witnesses  sub- 
jected to  the  ordeal  of  cross-examination,  so  are  they  inferior  and 
weaker  in  point  of  force  and  effect.  So  true  is  it,  that  a  witness  will 
frequently  depose  that  in  private,  which  he  would  be  ashamed  to 
certify  before  a  public  tribunal.*  It  is  by  the  test  of  a  public  exami- 
nation, and  by  that  alone,  that  the  credit  of  a  witness,  both  as  to 
honesty  and  ability,  can  be  thoroughly  tried  and  appreciated.^  Nam 
mintis  obfftitisse  videiur  pudor  inter  paticos  siffnatorea,'^  is  an  ancient 
and  a  powerful  observation  in  favor  of  oral  testimony. 

As  the  credit  due  to  a  witness  is  founded  in  the  first  *in- 
L  J  stance  on  general  experience  of  human  veracity,  it  follows 
that  a  witness  who  gives  false  testimony  as  to  one  particular,  cannot 
be  credited  as  to  any,  according  to  the  legal  maxim,  falaum  in  uno^ 
falsum  in  omnibvs.  The  presumption  that  the  witness  will  declare 
the  truth  ceases  as  soon  as  it  manifestly  appear  that  he  is  capable  of 
perjury.  Faith  in  a  witness's  testimony  cannot  be  partial  or  frac- 
tional ;  where  any  material  fact  rests  on  his  testimony,  the  degree  of 
credit  due  to  him  must  be  ascertained,  and  according  to  the  result  his 
testimony  is  to  be  credited  or  rejected. 

It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  observe,  that  this  principle  does  not 
extend  to  the  total  rejection  of  a  witness  whose  misrepresentation 
has  resulted  from  mistake  or  infirmity,  and  not  from  design;  but 
though  his  honesty  remain  unimpeached,  this  is  a  consideration 
which  necessarily  affects  his  character  for  accuracy.  Neither  does 
the  principle  apply  to  testimony  given  in  favor  of  the  adversary ; 

*  Montosqiiiea,  Espr.  de  Loiz,  1.  28,  c.  44. 

•  3  Bl.  Comm.  373. 

^  Supra,  p  34 ;  see  Pothier,  by  Evans,  vol.  ii.  p.  235. 
®  Quinotil.  1,  5,  o.  6. 
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such  evidence  is  rather  to  be  considered  as  truth  reluctantly  ad- 
mitted, and  divulged  only  because  it  was  not  in  the  power  of  a  cor- 
rupt witness  to  conceal  it.  Hence  it  is  a  general  principle,  that 
a  jury  may  believe  that  which  makes  against  his  point  who  swears, 
although  they  do  not  believe  that  which  makes  for  it.^ 

The  rejection  of  the  witness  may  not  be  the  only  consequence  of 
detection ;  for  if  there  be  reason  to  suppose,  from  the  circumstances, 
that  his  perjury  or  prevarication  is  the  result  of  subornation,  it 
affords  a  reasonable  ground,  in  a  doubtful  case,  for  suspecting  the 
testimony  of  other  witnesses  adduced  by  the  same  party.  This 
observation  has  no  weight  where  it  is  apparent  that  the  imputation 
is  merely  personal,  and  results  from  collateral  motives  independent 
of  the  cause. 

The  presumption  is  always  primd  fadcy  and  in  the  absence  of 
circumstances  which  generate  suspicion,  in  *favor  of  the  r*Q74-| 
veracity  of  a  witness;  but  where  the  usual  and  general  pre- 
sumption is  encountered  by  an  opposite  one,  it  is  necessary  that  the 
credit  of  the  witness  should  be  established  by  some  collateral  aid,  to 
the  satisfaction  of  a  jury.  The  ordinary  case  of  an  accomplice 
affords  an  illustration  of  this  application  of  the  principle :  his  testi- 
mony is  in  practice  deemed  to  be  insufficient  unless  his  credit  be  es- 
tablished by  confirmatory  evidence. 

As  it  is  universally  admitted  that  circumstantial  evidence  is  in  its 
own  nature  sufficient  to  warrant  conviction,  even  in  criminal  cases, 
and  as  the  test  of  sufficiency  is  the  understanding  and  conscience  of 
a  jury,  it  would  be  superfluous  and  nugatory  to  enter  into  a  discus- 
sion of  the  comparative  force  and  excellence  of  these  different  modes 
of  proof,  where  they  do  not  conflict  with  each  other.  In  the  abstract, 
'  and  in  the  absence  of  all  conflict  and  opposition  between  them,  the 
two  modes  of  evidence  do  not  in  strictness  admit  of  comparison ;  for 
the  force  and  efficacy  of  each  may,  according  to  circumstances,  be 
carried  to  an  indefinite  and  unlimited  extent,  and  be  productive  of 
the  highest  degree  of  probability,  amounting  to  the  highest  degree  of 
moral  certainty.  With  regard  to  the  comparative  force  and  efficacy 
of  these  modes  of  proof,  it  is  clear  that  circumstantial  evidence 
ought  not  to  be  relied  on  where  positive  proof  can  be  had,  and  that 
so  far  the  former  is  merely  of  a  secondary  nature.*  Hence  it  seems 
to  be  clear  that  no  conviction  in  a  criminal  case  ought  ever  to  be 
founded  on  circumstantial  evidence,  where  the  prosecutor  might  have 

'  See  Lord  Mansfield's  observations  in  Bermon  v.  Woodhridge,  Doug.  781. 
•3Comm.  371. 
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adduced  direct  evidence;  and  in  civil  cases  the  resorting  to  such  a 
practice  would,  in  a  doubtful  case,  be  a  circumstance  pregnant  with 
the  strongest  suspicion. 

The  characteristic  excellence  of  direct  and  positive  evidence  con- 
sists in  the  consideration  that  it  is  more  immediate  and  more  prozi* 
r*87^1   mate  to  the  fact;  and  if  *no  doubt  or  suspicion  arise  as  to 

the  credibility  of  the  witnesses,  there  can  be  none  as  to  the 
fact  to  which  thej  testify;  the  only  question  is  as  to  their  credit. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  virtue  of  circumstantial  evidence  is  its  free- 
dom from  suspicion,  on  account  of  the  exceeding  difSculty  of  simu- 
lating a  number  of  independent  circumstances,  naturally  connected 
and  tending  to  the  same  conclusion.  In  theory,  therefore,  circum- 
stantial evidence  is  stronger  than  positive  and  direct  evidence,  wher- 
ever the  aggregate  of  doubt,  arising,  first,  upon  the  question,  whether 
the  facts  upon  which  the  inference  is  founded  are  sufficiently  estab- 
lished ;  and,  secondly,  upon  the  question,  whether,  assuming  the  facts 
to  be  fully  established,  the  conclusion  is  correctly  drawn  from  them, 
is  less  than  the  doubt,  whether,  in  the  case  of  direct  and  positive 
evidence,  the  witnesses  are  entirely  trustworthy.  Where  no  doubt 
exists  in  either  case,  comparison  is  useless ;  but  it  is  very  possible 
where  there  is  room  for  suspecting  the  honesty  or  accuracy  of  direct 
witnesses,  that  the  force  of  their  evidence  may  fall  far  short  of  that 
which  is  frequently  supplied  by  mere  circumstantial  evidence ;  and 
whenever  a  doubt  arises  as  to  the  credibility  of  direct  witnesses,  it  is 
an  important  consideration  in  favor  of  circumstantial  evidence,  that 
in  its  own  nature  it  is  much  less  liable  to  the  practice  of  fraud  and 
imposition  than  direct  evidence  is ;  for  it  is  much  easier  to  suborn  a 
limited  number  of  witnesses  to  swear  directly  to  the  fact,  than  to 
procure  a  greater  number  to  depose  falsely  to  circumstances,  or  to 
prepare  and  counterfeit  such  circumstances  as  will  without  detection 
yield  a  false  result.  The  increasing  the  number  of  false  witnesses 
increases  the  probability  of  detection  in  a  very  high  proportion; 
for  it  multiplies  the  number  of  points  upon  which  their  statements 
may  be  compared  with  each  other,  and  also  the  number  of  points 
where  their  testimony  comes  in  contact  with  the  truth ;  and  therefore 
multiplies  the  danger' of  inconsistency  and  variance  in  the  same  pro- 
portion. 
r*f^7&}       *^^'  ^^  ^^^  other  hand,  it  is  exceedingly  difficult  by  artful 

practice  to  create  circumstances  which  shall  wear  the  appear- 
ance of  truth,  and  tend  effectually  to  a  false  conclusion.  The  num- 
ber of  such  circumstances  must  of  necessity  be  limited  in  their  nature; 
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they  must  be  such  as  are  capable  of  fabrication  by  an  interested 
party,  and  snch  that  their  materiality  might  be  foreseen.  Hence  all 
suspicion  of  fraud  may  be  excluded  by  the  very  number  of  concur- 
ring circumstances,  when  they  are  derived  from  various  but  independ- 
ent sources,  or  by  the  nature  of  the  circumstances  themselves,  when 
either  it  was  not  in  the  power  of  the  adverse  party  to  fabricate  them, 
or  their  materiality  could  not  possibly  have  been  foreseen,  and 
consequently  where  no  temptation  to  fabricate  them  could  have 
existed. 

The  correspondence  or  inconsistency  of  direct  evidence  with  well- 
established  circumstances,  is  the  great,  and  frequently  the  only  test, 
for  trying  the  truth  of  direct  testimony , which  labors  under  suspicion. 
A  perjured  witness  will  naturally,  with  a  view  to  his  own  security, 
so  frame  his  fiction  as  to  render  contradiction  by  direct  and  opposite 
testimony  impracticable.  He  will  also  be  sparing  in  his  detail  of 
circumstances  which  are  false,  and  which  are  capable  of  contradiction ; 
the  more  circumstantial  his  statement  is,  the  more  open  it  is  to  detec- 
tion. Hence  it  is  that  circumstantiality  of  detail  is  usually  a  test  of 
sincerity,  provided  the  circumstances  be  of  such  a  nature  as  to  be 
capable  of  contradiction  if  they  be  false ;  and  that,  on  the  other  hand 
if  a  witness  be  copious  in  his  detail  of  circumstances  which  are  inca- 
pable of  contradiction,  but  sparing  of  those  which  are  of  an  opposite 
kind,  his  testimony  must  necessarily  be  regarded  with  a  degree  of 
suspicion.  As  circumstances  are  the  best  and  frequently  the  only 
means  of  detecting  false  testimony,  it  followd  that  no  fictions  are  more 
formidable  and  more  difficult  to  be  detected  than  those  which  are  mixed 
up  with  a  large  portion  of  truth ;  every  circumstance  of  truth  inter- 
woven with  the  fiction,  so  *far  from  being  merely  negative  in  r-^^rrrr-^ 
its  effect,  in  affording  no  aid  for  detecting  the  fraud,  actually  ^  -■ 
tends  to  confirm  and  support  it. 

It  is  however  to  be  observed,  that  positive  testimony  ought  not  to 
be  rejected  on  the  ground  of  inconsistency  with  circumstances,  unless 
the  incongruity  be  of  a  conclusive  and  decisive  nature.  Mere  impro- 
bability is  usually  an  insufficient  ground  for  the  rejection  of  posi- 
tive testimony  which  labors  under  no  suspicion ;  for  experience  fre- 
quently shows  that  circumstances  do  in  reality  agree  and  did  actually 
co*exist,  although,  from  ignorance  of  the  numerous  links  by  which 
they  are  united  and  connected,  their  co-existence  would  d  priori  have 
been  deemed  to  be  highly  improbable. 

When,  however,  the  positive  testimony  labors  under  doubt  and  sus- 
picion, mere  circumstantial  evidence  is  frequently  sufficient  to  prevail, 
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although  such  testimony  be  not  wholly  and  absolutely  irreconcilable 
with  the  facts.  Thus  in  the  case  of  Mr.  JoIliffe*s  will,  the  will  was  es- 
tablished on  circumstantial  evidence,  in  opposition  to  direct  testimony 
of  the  attesting  witnesses. 

Where  doubt  arises  from  circumstances  of  an  apparently  opposite 
and  conflicting  tendency,  the  first  step  in  the  natural  order  of  inquiry 
is  to  ascertain  whether  they  be  not  in  reality  reconcilable,  especially 
where  circumstances  cannot  be  rejected  without  imputing  perjury  to  a 
witness ;  for  perjury  is  not  to  be  presumed  ;  and  in  the  absence  of  all 
suspicion,  that  hypothesis  is  to  be  adopted  which  consists  with  and 
reconciles  all  the  circumstances  which  the  case  supplies.  In  the  next 
place,  where  the  circumstances  are  inconsistent  and  irreconcilable,  it 
becomes  necessary  to  inquire  wliich  of  them  are  attributable  to  error 
or  design.  Here  again,  in  distinguishing  between  the  real  and  genuine 
circumstances,  and  those  which  are  spurious,  regard  is  to  be  had  to 
those  principles  which  have  already  been  adverted  to :  it  is  rather  to 
be  presumed  that  one  witness  was  mistaken,  where  there  was  room 
for  mistake,  *than  that  another  witness,  where  the  facts  ex- 
^  -^  eluded  all  mistake,  was  wilfully  perjured.  Where  mistake  is 
out  of  the  question,  an  examination  of  the  different  degrees  of  credit 
due  to  the  witnesses  on  whose  testimony  the  conflicting  circumstances 
depend,  becomes  material ;  and  in  such  cases  a  careful  comparison 
of  the  circumstances  which  they  state,  with  facts  either  admitted 
or  fully  established,  is  of  the  most  obvious  and  essential  importance. 
Every  admitted  or  established  fact  affords  an  additional  test  for  try- 
ing the  truth  and  genuineness  of  those  which  are  doubtful,  by  means 
of  which  those  which  are  genuine  may  be  established  and  become  ad- 
ditional tests  of  truth,  and  those  which  are  false  may  be  rejected. 

Whenever  any  fact  is  found  to  be  wholly  inconsistent  with  those 
which  are  either  admitted  or  indubitably  proved,  the  mere  rejection 
of  that  single  fact,  and  the  difiBculty  thus  removed,  is  not  the  only 
step  gained  in  the  progress  towards  truth ;  the  vicious  evidence  must 
have  resulted  from  error  or  from  fraud;  and  whether,  under  the 
circumstances,  it  is  to  be  ascribed  to  the  one  source  or  the  other,  it 
affords  a  test  for  judging  of  the  ability  or  integrity  of  the  witness,  and 
not  unfrequently  affords  some  insight  into  the  conduct  of  the  party. 

Frauds  in  circumstantial  evidence  are  of  two  kinds :  a  false  witness 
may  swear  to  circumstances  purely  fictitious,  or  an  honest  witness 
may  swear  to  circumstances  which  he  has  really  observed,  but  which 
have  been  prepared  with  a  view  to  deceive ;  as  in  the  instance  already 
alluded  to,  where  a  discharged  pistol  was  placed  near  the  body  of  a 
murdered  person,  to  induce  a  belief  that  he  had  destroyed  himself. 
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Those  of  the  former  description  admit  of  absolute  and  positive  con- 
tradiction, or  may  be  detected  by  the  inconsistency  of  the  fictitious 
circumstances  with  those  established  by  unexceptionable  testimony; 
and  the  witness  himself  is  liable  to  detection  in  his  attempt  to  inter- 
weave that  which  he  has  invented  with  that  which  is  true.  Simu* 
lated  facts,  on  the  other  hand,  are  in  themselves  true ;  *they 
are  false  only  inasmuch  as  they  tend  to  induce  a  false  con-  *-  -I 
elusion.  These,  however,  are  open  to  detection  by  a  careful  com- 
parison with  established  circumstances ;  it  is  beyond  the  power  of 
human  subtlety  to  create  a  false  consistency  of  circumstances  beyond 
a  very  limited  extent.' 

No  cases  of  conflicting  evidence  are  more  difiicult  of  solution  than 
those  where  facts  apparently  well  established  lead  to  opposite  conclu- 
sions. These,  in  some  remarkable  instances,  are  of  such  a  nature  as 
to  leave  the  mind  in  a  state  of  perplexity  after  the  most  patient  and 
laborious  investigation.  This  more  especially  happens  where  the 
obscurity  arises  from  the  conduct  of  the  parties  concerned ;  so  diflS- 
cult  is  it  to  ascertain  the  real  motives  by  which  the  actors  in  a  dis- 
tant transaction  were  influenced,  or  even  to  determine  whether  their 
conduct  has  not  resulted  from  weakness  or  caprice,  rather  than  from 
any  settled  or  determinate  principles  of  action,  or  from  the  operation 
of  mixed,  fluctuating  and  transitory  motives,  which  can  no  longer  be 
distinctly  traced.  The  celebrated  DougloB  case  may  be  cited  as  a 
striking  instance  of  this  nature.  The  gross  improbability  that  Sir 
John  Stuart  and  Lady  Jane  would,  under  the  circumstances,  have 
attempted  a  monstrous  fraud,  the  effect  of  which  might  be  to  deprive 
their  own  future  offspring  of  their  legitimate  rights,  and  the  vast 
danger  and  difficulty  of  carrying  such  a  scheme  into  execution,  by 
the  procurement  of  two  supposititious  children,  either  by  stealth  or  by 
bribery,  situated  as  they  were,  with  but  slender  resources  in  a  foreign 
capital,  under  the  eye  of  a  vigilant  police,  were  circumstances  so 
strong  in  favor  of  the  legitimacy  of  the  children,  that  nothing  but 
the  strange  and  unaccountable  conduct  of  the  parties  could  have  in- 
duced fair  and  reasonable  doubts  upon  this  interesting  and  important 
question.  To  pursue  these  considerations  further  would  be  inconsis- 
tent with  the  limits  of  *the  present  treatise.  Suffice  it  to 
add,  that  where  conflicting  probabilities  are  nicely  balanced,  '-  -' 
it  rarely  happens  that  some  rule  of  legal  policy  does  not  turn  the 
scale,  even  in  civil  cases;  and  that  in  criminal  proceedings,  where 
reasonable  doubt  exist,  mercy  ought  to  prevail. 

'  Supraj  p.  67. 
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Statute  6  &  7  VICT.  Cap.  LXXXV. 

An  Act  for  improving  the  Law  of  Evidence. 

I22nd  August,  1843.] 

"  WHEREAS  the  inqniry  after  truth  in  courts  of  justice  is  often  ob- 
structed by  incapacities  created  by  the  present  law,  and  it  is  desirable  that 
full  information  as  to  the  facts  in  issue,  both  in  criminal  and  civil  cases, 
should  be  laid  before  the  persons  who  are  appointed  to  decide  upon  them, 
and  that  such  persons  should  exercise  their  judgment  on  the  credit  of  the 
witnesses  adduced  and  on  the  truth  of  their  testimony ;  Now  therefore  be  it 
enacted  by  the  Queen's  most  excellent  Majesty,  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Lords  spiritual  and  temporal,  and  Commons,  in  this  parliament 
assembled,  and  by  the  authority  of  the  same.  That  no  person  offered  as  a 
witness  shall  hereafter  be  excluded  by  reason  of  incapacity  from  crime  or 
interest  from  giving  evidence,  either  in  person  or  by  deposition,  according  to 
the  practice  of  the  court,  on  the  trial  of  any  issue  joined,  or  of  any  matter 
or  question  or  on  any  inquiry,  arising  in  any  suit,  action,  or  proceeding,  civil 
or  criminal,  in  any  court,  or  before  any  judge,  jury,  sheriff,  coroner,  magis- 
trate, officer,  or  person  having,  by  law  or  by  consent  of  parties,  authority  to 
hear,  receive,  and  examine  evidence ;  but  that  every  person  so  offered  may 
and  shall  be  admitted  to  give  evidence  on  oath,  or  solemn  affirmation  in  those 
cases  wherein  affirmation  is  by  law  receivable,  notwithstanding  that  such 
person  may  or  shall  have  an  interest  in  the  matter  in  question,  or  in  the 
event  of  the  trial  of  any  issue,  matter,  question,  or  inquiry,  or  of  the  suit, 
action,  or  proceeding  in  which  he  is  offered  as  a  witness,  and  notwithstanding 
that  such  person  offered  as  a  witness  may  have  been  previously  convicted  of 
any  crime  or  offence :  Provided  that  this  act  shall  not  render  competent  any 
party  to  any  suit,  action,  or  proceeding  individually  named  in. the  record,  or 
any  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  or  tenant  of  premises  sought  to  be  recovered  in 
ejectment,  or  the  landlord  or  other  person  in  whose  right  any  defendant  in 
replevin  may  make  cognizance,  or  any  person  in  whose  immediate  and  indi- 
vidual behalf  any  action  may  he  brought  or  defended,  either  wholly  or  in 
part,  or  the  husband  or  wife  of  such  persons  respectively;  provided  also,  that 
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this  act  shall  not  repeal  any  proyision  in  a  certain  act  passed  in  the  session 
of  parliament  *holden  in  the  seventh  year  of  the  reign  of  his  late 
*-  ^  Majesty  and  in  the  first  year  of  the  reign  of  her  present  Majesty, 
intitnled  '^  Act  for  the  Amendment  of  the  Laws  with  respect  to  Wills :" 
Provided  that  in  courts  of  equity  any  defendant  to  any  cause  pending  in  any 
such  court  may  be  examined  as  a  witness  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  or  of 
any  co-defendant  in  any  such  cause^  saving  just  exceptions ;  and  that  any 
interest  which  said  defendant  so  to  be  examined  may  have  in  the  matter  or 
any  of  the  matters  in  question  in  the  cause  shall  not  be  deemed  a  just  ex- 
ception to  the  testimony  of  «uch  defendant,  but  shall  only  be  considered  as 
affecting  or  tending  to  affect  the  credit  of  such  defendant  as  a  witness. 

II.  And  be  it  enacted,  That  wherever  in  any  legal  proceedings  whatever 
legal  proceedings  may  be  set  out,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  specify  that 
any  particular  persons  who  acted  as  jurors  had  made  affirmation  instead  of 
oath,  but  it  may  be  stated  that  they  served  as  jurymen,  in  the  same  manner 
as  if  no  act  had  passed  for  enabling  persons  to  serve  as  jurymen  without 
oath. 

III.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  nothing  in  this  act  shall  apply  to  or  affect 
any  suit,  action,  or  proceeding  brought  or  commenced  before  the  passing  of 
this  act. 

lY.  And  be  it  enacted,  That  nothing  in  this  act  shall  extend  to  Scotland. 


Statute  14  &  15  VICT.  Cap.  XCIX. 

An  Act  to  amend  the  Law  of  Evidence. 

[7ih  August,  1851.] 

^^  WHEREAS  it  is  expedient  to  amend  the  law  of  evidence  in  divers  par- 
ticulars/' Be  it  therefore  enacted  by  the  Queen's  most  excellent  Majesty,  by 
and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Lords  Spiritual  and  Temporal,  and 
Commons,  in  this  present  Parliament  assembled,  and  by  the  authority  of  the 
same,  as  foUoWs : 

I.  So  much  of  sect.  1  of  the  act  of  the  sixth  and  seventh  years  of  her 
present  Majesty,  chap.  85,  as  provides  that  the  said  act  shall  "  not  render 
competent  any  party  to  any  suit,  action,  or  proceeding  individually  named 
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in  the  record,  or  any  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  or  tenant  of  premises  sought  to 
be  recovered  in  ejectment,  or  the  landlord  or  other  person  in  whose  right 
any  defendant  in  replevin  may  make  cognizance,  or  any  person  in  whose 
immediate  and  individual  behalf  any  action  may  be  brought  or  defended, 
either  wholly  or  in  part,"  is  hereby  repealed. 

II.  On  the  trial  of  any  issue  joined,  or  of  any  matter  or  question,  or  on 
any  inquiry  arising  in  any  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding  in  any  court 
of  justice,  or  before  any  person  having  by  law  or  by  consent  of  parties, 
♦authority  to  hear,  receive,  and  examine  evidence,  the  parties  thereto 
and  the  persons  in  whose  behalf  any  such  suit,  action,  or  other  pro-  ^  -^ 
ceeding  may  be  brought  or  defended,  shall,  except  as  hereinafter  excepted  be 
competent  and  compellable  to  give  evidence,  either  viva  voce  or  by  deposi- 
tion, according  to  the  practice  of  the  court,  on  behalf  of  either  or  any  of 
the  parties  to  the  said  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding. 

in.  But  nothing  herein  contained  shall  render  any  person  who  in  any 
criminal  proceeding  is  charged  with  the  commission  of  any  indictable  offence, 
or  any  offence  punishable  on  summary  conviction,  competent  or  compellable 
to  give  evidence  for  or  against  himself  or  herself,  or  shall  render  any  person 
compellable  to  answer  any  question  tending  to  criminate  himself  or  herself,  or 
shall  in  any  criminal  proceeding  render  any  husband  competent  or  compel* 
lable  to  give  evidence  for  or  against  his  wife,  or  any  wife  competent  or  com- 
pellable to  give  evidence  for  or  against  her  husband. 

ly.  Nothing  herein  contained  shall  apply  to  any  action,  suit,  proceeding, 
or  bill  in  any  court  of  common  law,  or  in  any  ecclesiastical  court,  or  in  either 
house  of  parliament,  instituted  in  consequence  of  adultery,  or  to  any  action 
for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage. 

V.  Nothing  herein  contained  shall  repeal  any  provision  contained  in  chap- 
ter twenty-six  of  the  statute  passed  in  the  session  of  parliament  holden  in 
the  seventh  year  of  the  reign  of  King  William  the  Fourth  and  the  first  year 
of  the  reign  of  her  present  Majesty. 

YI.  Whenever  any  action  or  other  legal  proceeding  shall  henceforth  be 
pending  in  any  of  the  superior  courts  of  common  law  at  Westminster  or  Dub- 
lin, or  the  court  of  common  pleas  for  the  county  palatine  of  Lancaster,  or 
the  court  of  pleas  for  the  county  of  Durham,  such  court  and  each  of  the 
judges  thereof  may  respectively,  on  application  made  for  such  purposes  by 
either  of  the  litigants,  compel  the  opposite  party  to  allow  the  party  making 
the  application  to  inspect  all  documents  in  the  custody  or  under  the  control 
of  such  opposite  party  relating  to  such  action  or  other  legal  proceeding,  and, 
if  necessary,  to  take  examined  copies  of  the  same,  or  to  procure  the  same  to 
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be  duly  stamped,  in  all  cases  in  wbicli  previous  to  the  passing  of  this  act  a 
discovery  might  have  been  obtained  by  filing  a  bill  or  by  any  other  proceed- 
ing in  a  court  of  equity  at  the  instance  of  the  party  so  making  application 
as  aforesaid  to  the  said  court  or  judge. 

YII.  All  proclamations,  treaties,  and  other  acts  of  state  of  any  foreign 
state  or  of  any  British  colony,  and  all  judgments,  decrees,  orders,  and  other 
judicial  proceedings  of  any  court  of  justice  in  any  foreign  state  or  in  any 
British  colony,  and  all  affidavits,  pleadings,  and  other  legal  documents  filed 
or  deposited  in  any  such  court,  may  be  proved  in  any  court  of  justice,  or 
before  any  person  having  by  law  or  by  consent  of  parties  authority  to  hear, 
receive,  and  examine  evidence,  either  by  examined  copies,  or  by  copies 
authenticated  as  hereinafter  mentioned ;  that  is  to  say,  if  the  document 
sought  to  be  proved  be  a  proclamation,  treaty,  or  other  act  of  state,  the  au- 
thenticated copy  to  be  admissible  in  evidence  must  purport  to  be  sealed  with 
the  seal  of  the  foreign  state  or  British  colony  to  which  the  original  document 
T'l'R^Ul  ^^l^^^gs^  ^^d  ^^  ^^6  ^document  sought  to  be  proved  be  a  judgment, 
decree,  or  other  judicial  proceeding  of  any  foreign  or  colonial  court, 
or  an  affidavit,  pleading,  or  other  legal  document  filed  or  deposited  in  any 
such  court,  the  authenticated  copy  to  be  admissible  in  evidence  must  purport 
either  to  be  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  foreign  or  colonial  court  to  which  the 
original  document  belongs,  or,  in  the  event  of  such  court  having  no  seal,  to 
be  signed  by  the  judge,  or,  if  there  be  more  than  one  judge,  by  any  one  of 
the  judges  of  the  said  court,  and  such  judge  shaU  attach  to  his  signature  a 
statement  in  writing  on  the  said  copy  ihat  the  court  whereof  he  is  a  judge 
has  no  seal ;  but  if  any  of  the  aforesaid  authenticated  copies  shall  purport  to 
be  sealed  or  signed  as  hereinbefore  respectively  directed,  the  same  shall  re- 
spectively be  admitted  in  evidence  in  every  case  in  which  the  original  docu- 
ment could  have  been  received  in  evidence,  without  any  proof  of  the  seal 
where  a  seal  is  necessary,  or  of  the  signature  or  of  the  truth  of  the  statement 
attached  thereto,  where  such  signature  and  statement  are  necessary,  or  of  the 
judicial  character  of  the  person  appearing  to  have  made  such  signature  and 
statement. 

YIII.  Every  certificate  of  the  qualification  of  an  apothecary  which  shall 
purport  to  be  under  the  common  seal-  of  the  society  of  the  art  and  mystery  of 
apothecaries  of  the  city  of  London,  shall  be  received  in  evidence  in  any  court 
of  justice,  and  before  any  person  having  by  law  or  consent  of  parties  authority 
to  hear,  receive,  and  examine  evidence,  without  any  proof  of  the  said  seal  or 
of  the  authenticity  of  the  said  certificate,  and  shall  be  deemed  sufficient 
proof  that  the  person  named  therein  has  been  from  the  date  of  the  said 
certificate  duly  qualified  to  practice  as  an  apothecary  in  any  part  of  England 
or  Wales. 
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IX.  Evory  document  which  by  any  law  now  in  force  or  hereafter  to  be  in 
force  is  or  shall  be  admissible  in  eyidence  of  any  particular  in  any  court  of 
justice  in  England  or  Wales  without  proof  of  the  seal  or  stamp  or  signature 
authenticating  the  same,  or  of  the  judicial  or  official  character  of  the  person 
appearing  to  have  signed  the  same,  shall  be  admitted  in  evidence  to  the  same 
extent  and  for  the  same  purposes  in  any  court  of  justice  in  Ireland,  or  before 
any  person  having  in  Ireland  by  law  or  by  consent  of  parties,  authority  to 
hear,  receive,  and  examine  evidence,  without  proof  of  the  seal  or  stamp  or 
signature  authenticating  the  same,  or  of  the  judicial  or  official  character  of 
the  person  appearing  to  have  signed  the  same. 

X.  Every  document  which  by  any  law  now  in  force  or  hereafter  to  be  in 
force  is  or  shall  be  admissible  in  evidence  of  any  particular  in  any  court  of 
justice  in  Ireland  without  proof  of  the  seal  or  stamp  or  signature  authenti- 
cating the  same,  or  of  the  judicial  or  official  character  of  the  person  appear- 
ing to  have  signed  the  same,  shall  be  admitted  in  evidence  to  the  same 
extent  and  for  the  same  purposes  in  any  court  of  justice  in  England  or 
Wales,  or  before  any  person  having  in  England  or  Wales  by  law  or  by  con- 
sent of  parties  authority  to  hear,  receive,  and  examine  evidence,  without 
proof  of  the  seal  or  stamp  or  signature  authenticating  the  same,  or  of  the 
judicial  or  official  character  of  the  person  appearing  to  have  signed  the 
same. 

XI.  Every  document  by  which  any  law  now  in  force  or  hereafter  to  be  in 
force  is  or  shall  be  admissible  in  evidence  of  any  particular  in  any  court  of 
♦justice  in  England  or  Wales  or  Ireland  without  proof  of  the  seal  or 
stamp  or  signature  authenticating  the  same,  or  of  the  judicial  or  ^  -^ 
official  character  of  the  person  appearing  to  have  signed  the  same,  shall  be 
admitted  in  evidence  to  the  same  extent  and  for  the  same  purposes  in  any 
court  of  justice  of  any  of  the  British  colonies,  or  before  any  person  having 
in  any  of  such  colonies  by  law  or  by  consent  of  parties  authority  to  hear, 
receive,  and  examine  evidence,  without  proof  of  the  seal  or  stamp,  or  signa- 
ture authenticating  the  same,  or  of  the  judicial  or  official  character  of  the 
person  appearing  to  have  signed  the  same. 

XII.  Every  register  of  a  vessel  kept  under  any  of  the  acts  relating  to  the 
registry  of  British  vessels  may  be  proved  in  any  court  of  justice,  or  before 
any  person  having  by  law  or  by  consent  of  parties  authority  to  hear,  receive, 
and  examine  evidence,  either  by  the  production  of  the  original  or  by  an 
examined  copy  thereof,  or  by  a  copy  thereof  purporting  to  be  certified  under 
the  hand  of  the  person  having  the  charge  of  the  original,  and  which  person 
is  hereby  required  to  furnish  such  certified  copy  to  any  person  applying  at 
a  reasonable  time  for  the  same,  upon  payment  of  the  sum  of  one  shilling ; 
and  every  such  register  or  such  copy  of  a  register,  and  also  every  certificate 
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of  registry,  granted  under  any  of  the  acts  relating  to  the  registry  of  British 
vessels,  and  purporting  to  be  signed  as  required  by  law,  shall  be  received  in 
evidence  in  any  court  of  justice,  or  before  any  person  having  by  law  or  by 
consent  of  parties,  authority  to  hear,  receive,  and  examine  evidence,  Bsprimd 
facte  proof  of  all  the  matters  contained  or  recited  in  such  register  when  the 
register  or  such  copy  thereof  as  aforesaid  is  produced,  and  of  all  the  matters 
contained  or  recited  in  or  endorsed  on  such  certificate  of  registry  when  the 
said  certificate  is  produced. 

XIII.  And  whereas  it  is  expedient,  as  far  as  possible,  to  reduce  the  ex- 
pense attendant  upon  the  proof  of  criminal  proceedings;  Be  it  enacted, 
That  whenever  in  any  proceeding  whatever  it  may  be  necessary  to  prove  the 
trial  and  conviction  or  acquittal  of  any  person  charged  with  any  indictable 
ofience,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  produce  the  record  of  the  conviction  or 
acquittal  of  such  person,  or  a  copy  thereof,  but  it  shall  be  sufficient  that  it 
be  certified  or  purport  to  be  certified  under  the  hand  of  the  clerk  of  the 
court  or  other  officer  having  the  custody  of  the  records  of  the  court  where 
such  conviction  or  acquittal  took  place,  or  by  the  deputy  of  such  clerk  or 
other  officer,  that  the  paper  produced  is  a  copy  of  the  record  of  the  indict- 
ment, trial,  conviction,  and  judgment  or  acquittal,  as  the  case  may  be, 
omitting  the  formal  parts  thereof. 

XIV.  Whenever  any  book  or  other  document  is  of  such  a  public  nature 
as  to  be  admissible  in  evidence  on  its  mere  production  from  the  proper  cus- 
tody, and  no  statute  exists  which  renders  its  contents  provable  by  means  of 
a  copy,  any  copy  thereof  or  extract  therefrom  shall  be  admissible  in  evidence 
in  any  court  of  justice,  or  before  any  person  now  or  hereafter  having  by  law 
or  by  consent  of  parties  authority  to  hear,  receive  and  examine  evidence; 
provided  it  be  proved  to  be  an  examined  copy  or  extract,  or  provided  it  par- 
port  to  be  signed  and  certified  as  a  true  copy  or  extract  by  the  officer  to 
whose  custody  the  original  is  entrusted,  and  which  officer  is  hereby  required 

to  furnish  such  ^certified  copy  or  extract  to  any  person  applying  at 
^  -^  a  reasonable  time  for  the  same,  upon  payment  of  a  reasonable  sum 
for  the  same,  not  exceeding  four  pence  for  every  folio  of  ninety  words. 

XY.  If  any  officer  authorized  or  required  by  this  act  to  furnish  any  certi- 
fied copies  or  extracts,  shall  wilfully  certify  any  document  as  being  a  true 
copy  or  extract,  knowing  that  the  same  is  not  a  true  copy  or  extract,  as  the 
cafle  may  be,  he  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  be  liable,  upon  con- 
viction, to  imprisonment  for  any  term  not  exceeding  eighteen  months. 

XYI.  Every  court,  judge,  justice,  officer,  commissioner,  arbitrator,  or 
other  person,  now  or  hereafter  having  by  law  or  by  consent  of  parties 
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authority  to  hear,  receive,  and  examine  evidence,  is  hereby  empowered  to 
administer  an  oath  to  all  such  witnesses  as  are  legally  called  before  them 
respectively. 

XYII.  If  any  person  shall  forge  the  seal,  stamp  or  signature  of  any  docu- 
ment in  this  act  mentioned  or  referred  to,  or  shall  tender  in  evidence  any 
such  document  with  a  false  or  counterfeit  seal,  stamp,  or  signature  thereto, 
knowing  the  same  to  be  false  or  counterfeit,  he  shall  be  guilty  of  felony  and 
shall  upon  conviction  be  liable  to  transportation  for  seven  years,  or  to  im- 
prisonment for  any  term  not  exceeding  three  years  nor  less  than  one  year, 
with  hard  labor;  and  whenever  any  such  document  shall  have  been  admitted 
in  evidence  by  virtue  of  this  act,  the  court  or  the  person  who  shall  have  ad- 
mitted the  same  may,  at  the  request  of  any  party  against  whom  the  same  is 
so  admitted  in  evidence,  direct  that  the  same  shall  be  impounded  and  be 
kept  in  the  custody  of  some  officer  of  the  court,  or  other  proper  person,  for 
such  period  and  subject  to  such  conditions  as  to  the  said  court  or  person 
shall  seem  meet ;  and  every  person  who  shall  be  charged  with  committing 
any  felony  under  this  act  or  under  the  act  of  the  eighth  and  ninth  years  of 
her  present  Majesty,  chapter  one  hundred  and  thirteen,  may  be  dealt  with, 
indicted,  tried,  and,  if  convicted,  sentenced,  and  his  offence  may  be  laid  and 
charged  to  have  been  committed,  in  the  county,  district,  or  place  in  which 
he  shall  be  apprehended  or  be  in  custody ;  and  every  accessory  before  or 
after  the  fact  to  any  such  offence  may  be  dealt  with,  indicted,  tried,  and,  if 
convicted,  sentenced,  and  his  offence  laid  and  charged  to  have  been  com- 
mitted, in  any  county,  district  or  place  in  which  the  principal  offender  may 
be  tried. 

XYIII.  This  act  shall  not  extend  to  Scotland. 

XIX.  The  words  "  British  colony,"  as  used  in  this  act,  shall  apply  to  all 
the  British  territories  under  the  government  of  the  East  India  Company, 
and  to  the  islands  of  Guernsey,  Jersey,  Alderney,  Sark,  and  Man,  and  to 
all  other  possessions  of  the  British  crown,  wheresoever,  and  whatsoever. 

XX.  This  act  shall  come  into  operation  on  the  first  day  of  November  in 
the  present  year. 


887  APPENDIX. 


[*887]  *Statutb  15  &  16  VICT.  Cap.  LXXVI. 

CXYII.  Either  party  may  call  on  the  other  party  by  notice  to  admit  any 
document,  saving  all  just  exceptions;  and  in  case  of  refusal  or  neglect  to 
admit,  the  costs  of  proving  the  document  shall  be  paid  by  the  party  so  neg- 
lecting or  refusing,  whatever  the  result  of  the  cause  may  be,  unless  at  the 
trial  the  judge  shall  certify  that  the  refusal  to  admit  was  reasonable;  and  no 
cost  of  proving  any  document  shall  be  allowed  unless  such  notice  be  given, 
except  in  cases  where  the  omission  to  give  the  notice  is  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Master  a  saving  of  expense. 

CXYIII.  An  affidavit  of  the  attorney  in  the  cause,  or  his  clerk,  of  the 
due  signature  of  any  admission  made  in  pursuance  of  such  notice,  and 
annexed  to  the  affidavit,  shall  be  in  all  cases  sufficient  evidence  of  such 
admissions. 

CXIX.  An  affidavit  of  the  attorney  in  the  cause,  or  his  clerk,  of  the 
service  of  any  notice  to  produce,  in  respect  of  which  notice  to  admit  shall 
have  been  given,  and  of  the  time  when  it  was  served,  with  a  copy  of  such 
notice  to  produce  annexed  to  such  affidavit,  shall  be  sufficient  evidence  of 
the  service  of  the  original  of  such  notice,  and  of  the  time  when  it  was 
served. 

CCXXII.  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  superior  courts  of  common  law,  and 
every  judge  thereof,  and  any  judge  sitting  at  Nisi  Prius,  at  all  times  to 
amend  all  defects  and  errors  in  any  proceeding  in  civil  causes,  whether  there 
is  anything  in  writing  to  amend  by  or  not,  and  whether  the  defect  or  error 
be  that  of  the  party  applying  to  amend  or  not ;  and  all  such  amendments 
may  be  made  with  or  without  costs,  and  upon  such  terms  as  to  the  court  or 
judge  may  seem  fit,  and  all  such  amendments  as  may  be  necessary  for  the 
purpose  of  determining  in  the  existing  suit  the  real  question  in  controversy 
between  the  parties  shall  be  so  made. 
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ABBEY, 

books  and  chartnlaries  of,  proper  castody  of,  528. 

what  and  when  evidence,  546,  549. 

ABSENCE, 

of  witness,  procedure  in  case  of,  109. 

of  attesting  witness,  512-521.    And  see  Attesting  Witness. 

AOOBPTANOE, 

of  what  evidence,  623.    See  tit.  Bill  of  Exchange, 

ACCESSORY, 

may  controvert  guilt  of  principal,  367,  385. 

record  of  conviction  of  principal,  not  conclusive  against,  726. 

ACCOMPLICE, 

evidence  of,  adniissible,  128,  n. 

but  not  if  included  in  indictment  and  trial,  t&. 
requires  confirmation,  821. 

ACQUITTAL, 

upon  an  indictment  not  evidence  in  civil  action,  361. 

seldom  conclusive  that  defendant  had  not  committed  an  injury  for  which  he 

would  be  responsible  in  civil  action,  ib, 
by  court-martial  does  not  preclude  defendant  in  an  action  Justifying  the  arrest, 

363. 

ACTS, 

declaration  accompanying,  frequently  admissible,  51. 

but  the  act  itself  must  be  material  and  admissible,  52. 

of  strangers  not  admissible,  82. 

of  party  always  evidence  against  him,  85. 

evidence  of  nature  of,  by  accompanying  declaration,  466. 

motives  and  intentions  may'be  inferred  from,  849. 

rational  agent  must -be  taken  to  contemplate  consequences  of,  f6. 

ACTS  OF  PARLIAMENT, 

are  records  of  the  highest  and  most  absolute  proof,  273. 

are  either  public  or  private,  274. 

public,  require  no  proof,  ib. 

private,  must  be  proved,  276. 

mode  of  proof,  i6, 

Stat.  13  k  14  Vict.  c.  21,  277. 

all,  to  be  deemed  public  and  judicially  noticed,  unless  the  contrary  be  declared, 

278. 
recitals  of  facts  in  public  acts  evidence  of  such  facts,  278. 
but  not  generally  so  in  private  acts,  ib, 

ACTS  OF  STATE, 

may  be  proved  by  official  document,  279. 

or  by  the  Gazette,  ih, 

or  by  printed  proclamations,  ib, 
foreign,  may  be  proved  by  examined  copies,  281. 

or  under  the  seal  of  the  country,  ib. 
colonial,  how  proved,  ib, 
commercial  regulations  may  be  proved  by  copies,  ib, 

51 
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ADJUDICATION, 

evidence  between  parties,  upon  proof  of  identity  of  the  parties,  324. 

identity  of  the  fact,  333. 
that  it  was  direct,  337. 
that  it  is  appiicabie,  341. 

ADMINISTRATION, 

letters  of,  conclusive  only  on  the  point  directly  inyolved,  339. 

but  not  on  collateral  matters,  as  death,  Ac,  ib. 
refusal  of,  not  evidence  to  disprove  marriage,  t6. 
proof  of,  393. 

certificate  of,  by  Ecclesiastical  Court,  is  evidence  of,  394. 
also,  order  book,  ib. 
also,  act  book,  or  examined  copy  of,  ib. 

ADMINISTRATOR, 

failing  in  action,  not  estopped  from  suing  as  executor,  337. 

ADMIRALTY, 

oflScial  letter  to,  admissibility  of,  305. 
muster  roll  of  a  ship  from,  when  evidence,  f6. 
decision  of  court  of,  effect  of,  380,  392. 

must  stand  till  reversed,  401. 

ADMISSIONS, 

general  principle  as  to,  50. 
party  bound  by,  a[gainst  his  interest,  ib, 
in  pleadings,  449. 
.  in  one  court,  not  evidence  tn  another,  450. 
in  pleadings,  not  to  be  taken  as  confessions,  ib, 
except  where  material  facts  are  traversed  and  found,  451,  639. 
a  demurrer  is  only  an  admission  of  facts  well  pleaded,  ib, 
under  R.  O.  Hil.  T.  4  Will.  4,  571. 
consent  of  parties  supersedes  necessity  of  proof,  573. 
as  to  one  of  several  issues,  does  not  operate  as  to  others,  640. 
verbal,  by  party  as  to  contents  of  writing  admissible,  505. 
admission  under  seal  when  conclusive,  459,  577. 
in  bill  in  equity  not  evidence  as  to  facts  stated  in  it,  439. 
in  answer  in  Chancery  is  evidence  against  party  making  it,  441. 
but  not  against  others  without  privity  of  interest,  ib, 

in  answer  by  guardian  is  not  admissible  against  ward,  442.    See  tit.  DteUwa' 
tiont — Entries, 

ADVERSARY, 

proof  of  document  when  in  possession  of,  550-571. 

notice  to  produce  such  must  be  given,  551. 

except  where  party  must  know  he  is  charged  with  possession,  561. 

after  notice,  document  cannot  be  got  rid  of,  553. 

possession  by  on«  in  privity  with^  is  pvsession  of  adversary,  ib, 

when  document  produced,  it  must  be  proved  in  usual  way,  565. 

if  not  produced,  proof  must  be  given  as  in  case  of  loss,  569. 

but  slighter  evidence  is  sufiBcient,  ib, 

AFFIDAVIT, 

when  it  may  be  proved  by  examined  copy,  166,  n.,  449. 
voluntary,  not  admissible,  34,  448. 
except  against  maker,  t6.  448. 
when  original  must  be  produced,  266. 

filed  or  deposited  in  any  foreign  or  colonial  court  may  be  proved  by  copy 
under  seal  of  the  court,  399. 

AFFIRMATION, 

by  certain  religious  sects  allowed,  32.     See  also  tit.  Moravian — Quaker, 

AFFIRMATIVE, 

proof  of,  lies  on  party  alleging,  587. 

sometimes  presumed  by  law,  591.    See  tit.  Onut  Proband*, 

AGE, 

presumption  of  law  arising  from,  521,  522,  n. 
not  proved  by  baptismal  register,  299. 
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AGENT, 

entries  bj,  admissible  in  certain  cases,  4*79. 

rational,  most  be  taken  to  contemplate  consequences,  of  his  acts,  849.    See  tit. 
Dedaration — Entries — Interest. 

AGREEMENT, 

when  reduced  to  writing,  writing  only  evidence  of,  655. 

sense  of  written,  not  to  be  altered  bj  parol  evidence,  463.    See  tit.  G<mtraet — 
Parol  Evidence —  Written  Instruments, 

ALMANAC, 

judicially  noticed  by  the  courts,  738. 

ALTERATION, 

in  instrument  should  be  explained  by  party  producing  it,  500. 
proof  may  be  given  of,  how  occasioned,  501. 

AMBIGUITY, 

distinction  between  latent  and  patent,  662. 
latent,  may  be  removed  by  parol  evidence,  ib. 
patent,  cannot  be  so  removed,  653. 

AMENDMENT, 

statutes  relating  to,  633,  634,  63Y,  App. 
decisions  upon,  t6.     See  tit.  Variance. 

ANCIENT  FACTS, 

may  be  proved  by  evidence  of  reputation  and  tradition,  46. 
supported  by  proof  of  enjoyment  and  acquiescence,  ib. 

ANCIENT  INSTRUMENTS, 

admissible  in  evidence,  93,  523. 
upon  proof  of  antiquity,  ib. 

of  coming  from  proper  repository,  ib.  291,  524. 

of  freedom  from  suspicion,  ib, 

of  consistent  acts  of  enjoyment,  ib. 
counterparts  of  old  leases  when  admissible,  94. 
licenses,  ib. 

surveys  under  authority,  284. 
ecclesiastical  terriers,  290. 
deeds,  maps,  Ac,  473. 

ANSWER  IN  CHANCERY, 

is  evidence  against  the  party  making  it,  441. 

or  one  claiming  under  him,  443. 

but  not  against  others,  ib, 
when  read,  the  whole  is  evidence,  444. 

except  where  the  object  is  to  show  that  the  witness  was  incompetent,  ib. 
is  proved  by  production  of  the  bill  and  answer,  447. 

or  admitted  or  examined  copies,  ib. 
correspondence  of  names,  &c.,  of  parties  is  primd  facie  evidence  of  identity  of 

equity,  447. 
but  not  at  common  law  or  in  criminal  proceedings,  448. 

APPEAL, 

Airther  evidence  admissible  on,  254. 

except  legislative  provision  to  the  contrary,  ib. 
at  sessions,  order  of  procedure  on,  595. 

APPRENTICE, 

proof  of  search  for  indentures  of,  531,  536. 

ARBITRATION, 

court  may  direct  attendance  of  witnesses  at,  109. 

and  such  witnesses  are  protected  from  arrest,  113. 
award  conclusive  of  subject-matter,  398. 

but  must  be  proved  to  have  been  duly  made,  399.    See  th.  Award. 

ARMORIAL  BEARINGS, 

are  evidence  on  questions  of  pedigree,  312. 

upon  proof  by  office  of  Heralds'  College,  ib*  • 
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ARREST, 

protection  of  witnesses  from,  113. 
eicept  on  criminal  process,  114. 
or  by  their  bail,  t6. 

ARTIFICIAL  EVIDENCE, 

provided  bj  the  law  for  general  conrenience,  96. 

records,  grants,  agreements,  &c.,  9Y. 

and  artificial  effects  annexed  to  them,  9&. 

also  manner  and  form  prescribed,  ib. 
estoppels,  doctrine  of,  ib,  ^  '  ' 

presumptions,  100,  742. 

ATHEIST, 

incompetent  as  a  witness,  30. 

ATTACHMENT, 

witness  liable  to,  for  non-attendance  upon  sabpo&na,  103. 

ATTESTING  WITNESS, 

one  at  least  must  be  called  to  prove  attested  instrument,  503. 

principle  of  the  rnle,  504. 
testimony  of,  not  conclusive,  510. 
proof  upon  denial  by,  ib, 
character  of,  may  be  confirmed,  512. 

if  absent,  absence  of,  must  be  satisfactorily  accounted  for,  %b, 
proof  in  excuse  of  absence  of,  514. 
absence  of,  being  satisfactorily  accounted  for,  secondary  proof,  may  be  given, 

519. 
effect  of  declarations  by  deceased,  512. 
proof  where  no  attesting  witness,  529. 

by  persons  present,  or  by  proof  of  handwriting  or  acknowledgment,  ib, 

ATTORNEY, 

not  allowed  to  reveal  communication  by  client,  40,  194. 

nor  to  produce  client's  title  deeds,  112. 
debt  book  of  deceased,  admissibility  of,  474. 
entries  by  clerk  of,  in  course  of  business,  495. 

AUTRE  FOIS  ACQUIT, 

when  pleaded,  record  may  be  removed,  by  eertiorarij  and  how,  257. 
how  proved  by  certified  copy,  391,  App. 

AVERMENT, 

by  whom  to  be  proved,  585. 

substantial  proof  of,  sufficient  in  general,  624.  See  tit.  Onus  Probandi —  Vmance. 

AWARD, 

conclusive  of  subject-matter,  349,  398. 
if  proved  to  have  been  duly  made,  ib, 

BAILIFF, 

entries  by  deceased,  admissibility  of,  479,  481. 

BANK  OF  ENGLAND, 

transfer  book  of,  may  be  proved  by  sworn  copy,  269. 

BANK  NOTE, 

duly  filed,  may  be  proved  by  sworn  copy,  269. 

BANKER, 

ledger  of,  admissible  to  show  customer  had  no  funds,  464. 

BANKRUPT, 

not  to  be  sworn  on  examination  before  commissioners,  34. 

nor  his  wife,  ib, 
declarations  by,  admissibility  of,  467. 

BANKRUPTCY, 

power  of  court  of,  to  compel  attendance  of  witnesses  and  production  of  docu- 
ments, 108,  110. 
proof  of  proceedings  in,  264. 
notices  in  Gazette  sufficient,  280. 
depositions  in,  coiftlnsive  in  what  cases,  418. 
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BAPTISM, 

statement  in  register  of,  inadmissible  to  prore  age,  254,  299. 

public  registers  of,  admissible,  296. 

statutes  relating  to  registers  of,  ib,  n. 

registei*  of,  no  proof  of  identity,  299. 

not  provable  bj  register  of  foreign  cbapel,  300. 

registers  of,  made  evidence  b j  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  92,  301.     See  tit.  RegiBterB, 

BARGAIN  AND  SALB, 

copy  of  enrolment  of,  admissible,  676. 

BASTARDY, 

admissibility  of  entries  respecting,  in  parish  register,  298,  299. 
judgment  in,  effect  of,  371. 

BEGIN, 

right  to,  on  trial  of  action,  595,  606. 

BELIEF, 

examination  of  witnesses  as  to  religious,  171. 

founded  on  facts  within  knowledge  of  witness  admissible,  173. 

BEST  EVIDENCE, 

rule  that  the  best  attainable  evidence  must  be  produced,  641. 

rule  comparative,  and  relates  to  qualUy  of  evidence,  not  to  quantity j  643. 

does  not  apply,  unless  the  evidence  proposed  be  of  inferior  degree,  644. 

nor  exclude,  unless  superior  evidence  fails,  ib, 

or  is  unattainable,  645. 

or  a  mere  negative  is  to  be  proved,  ib, 

or  where  no  presumption  of  fraud  arises,  646. 

or  in  case  of  admissions,  648. 
but  excludes  oral  evidence  respecting  written  instruments,  ib. 

except  to  defeat  it  on  ground  of  fraud  or  mistake,  ib. 

or  to  apply  it  to  proper  subject  matter,  ib. 

or  to  explain  foreign,  local,  or  technical  terms,  649. 

or  to  rebut  extrinsic  presumptions,  ib. 

BIBLE, 

entries  in  family,  how  far  admissible  in  pedigree,  46. 

BILL  IN  CHANCERY, 

not  in  evidence  as  to  facts  alleged  in  it,  439. 

BILL  OF  EXCEPTIONS, 

may  be  tendered  where  party  dissatisfied  with  ruling  of  the  court,  790. 

provision  for,  by  stat.  13  Edw.  I.,  c.  31,  791. 

should  be  tendered  at  the  trial,  793. 

form  of,  794. 

course  of  procedure  upon,  796. 

BILL  OF  EXCHANGE, 

notice  of  dishonor  of,  why  evidence,  95. 

acceptance  of,  in  payment  of  goods  sold,  evidence  of  fact  of  sale,  622. 

where  evidence  that  acceptor  knew  payee  to  be  a  fictitious  per- 
son, 623. 
and  that  endorsee  had  general  authority  to  fill  up  bills  in  name 
of  fictitious  payee,  ib. 
a  collection  of  forged,  not  evidence  in  trial  for  forgery,  unless  the  bill  in  ques- 
tion proved  to  be  part  of  the  collection,  ib. 

BILL  TO  PERPETUATE  TESTIMONY, 
in  what  cases  it  lies,  427. 

Stat.  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  69,  provisions  as  to,  428. 

BIRTH, 

registry  of,  evidence  by,  297. 

entry  of,  in  midwife's  books,  when  evidence,  65,  476. 

place  of,  not  proved  by  register  of  baptism,  289. 

unless  added  to  it,  under  the  registration  act,  ib,  n. 
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BISHOP, 

endowment  hj,  when  eTidence,  294. 
register  of,  evidence  as  to  castom,  309. 

and  of  exercise  of  right  to  collate,  ib, 

extracts  from  evidence  as  to  uppointment  of  parish  officers,  11. 

books  of,  309,  n. 

BOOKS,  BVIDBNCB  BY, 
of  public  history,  97. 
of  parish,  303. 
of  nayj  office,  305. 
of  ships,  ib.j  310. 
log,  of  man-of-war,  ib. 
of  excise  and  customs,  295,  806. 
of  public  companies,  307,  452,  456. 
of  Queen's  Bench  and  Fleet  Prisons,  308. 
of  auditor  of  bishop,  283. 
of  chapter  clerk,  ib. 
of  bishop,  309,  n. 
poll  of  elections,  ib, 
of  corporations,  309,  452,  455. 
of  Queen's  Bench  office,  309. 
kept  bj  order  of  chancellor,  310. 
of  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  ib, 
of  Heralds'  office,  311. 
of  shop-keeper,  493. 

BOUNDARY, 

evidence  of,  bj  reputation,  47,  49,  63. 
perambulations  evidence  of,  50. 

BULL,  PAPAL, 

admissibility  of,  294. 

BURIAL, 

public  register  of,  proof  bj,  297. 

BUSINESS, 

entries  and  declarations  made  in  the  course  of,  admissibilitj  of,  65,  86,  465, 
487,  492.     See  tit.  Declaration$ — Entries. 

CALENDAR, 

judicially  noticed  bj  the  courts,  738. 

CASE, 

for  counsel's  opinion,  recital  of  facts  in,  when  admissible,  650. 
special,  sufficient  if  court  can  infer  the  facts  from  it,  765. 

CAUSE  OP  ACTION, 

plaintiff  may  recover  on,  not  stated  by  counsel,  615. 

CAUSE  PROBABLE, 

when  a  question  of  law,  781. 
when  of  fact,  ib. 

CERTAINTY, 

degrees  of,  attainable,  53. 

CERTIFICATE, 

admissibility  of,  when  made  by  persons  in  authority,  294. 
of  indictments,  convictions,  and  acquittals,  295  n.,  391. 

also  copies  by  officers  of  court,  295,  391,  398. 

without  proof  of  seal,  stamp,  or  signature,  296,  391. 

stats.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  113,  14  k  15  Vict.  c.  99,  s.  13,  ib, 
of  returns  to  Parliament  under  7  &  8  Will.  III.  295. 
of  local  customs,  effect  of,  736. 

CERTIORARI, 

removal  of  a  record  by,  257. 

CHALLENGE, 

of  a  juror,  209. 
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CHANCERY, 

bill  in,  not  evidence  as  to  facts  alleged,  439. 
answer  in,  evidence  as  admission  against  party  making  it,  440. 
depositions  in,  admissibility  of,  428,  432. 
preparatory  proofs  necessary,  430. 

CHAPELS, 

public  registers,  of,  admissibility  of,  301. 

CHARACTER, 

presumption  Arom,  in  criminal  cases,  75. 

witnesses  to,  not  usually  cross-examined,  197. 

of  witness,  how  impeached,  236. 

by  general  evidence  only,  237. 

inquiry  necessary  previous  to  impeaching,  238. 

where  it  is  relevant  to  the  issue,  241. 

as  in  action  for  seduction,  t6. 
cannot  be  impeached  by  party  calling,  244. 
when  impeached,  may  be  supported,  252.    See  tit.  Orost'ezamination — WUnest. 

CHARGES, 

to  juries,  observations  on,  810. 

CHARTER, 

ancient,  may  be  explained  by  extrinsic  evidence,  695. 

CHARTULARY, 

of  abbey,  proper  custody  of,  528. 

of  what,  and  when  evidence,  546,  549, 

CHILD, 

cannot  give  evidence  unless  sworn,  30,  33. 

may  be  examined  by  the  court  as  to  competency  as  a  witness,  117. 

trial  in  criminal  cases  may  be  postponed  to  instruct  in  nature  of  an  oath,  ib. 

dying  declarations  of,  when  admissible,  32,  it. 

CHIROGRAPH, 

of  fine  admissible,  294. 

CHRONICLES, 

of  history,  not  admisible  to  prove  particular  facts,  314. 

but  admissible  to  prove  matters  relating  to  the  kingdom  at  large,  ib. 
See  tit.  Hiatory, 

CIRCUMSTANCES, 

when  conflicting,  mode  of  inquiry,  877,  879. 

rejection  of,  when  inconsistent  with  established  facts,  878. 

frauds  in,  kinds  of,  ib. 

CIRCUMSTANTIAL  EVIDENCE, 
grounds  of,  77,  841. 
to  what  extent  admissible,  81. 
ought  not  to  supersede  direct,  866. 
comparison  Of,  with  direct,  875. 
distinction  of,  from  a  mere  presumption,  839. 
caution  respecting  the  use  of,  840. 
relations  between  cause  and  effect,  841. 
force  of,  842. 

force  of  probability  derived  ftom  many  independent  proofs,  853. 
presumption  ftom  omission  to  produce  evidence,  836,  846. 

from  substitation  of  weaker  for  stronger  evidence,  846. 

ftom  spoliation,  847. 
connection  between  conduct  and  intention,  849,  851. 
from  ordinary  experience,  850. 

ft'om  absence  of  evidence  to  support  other  hypothesis,  851. 
from  coincidence  of  many  inconclusive  circumstances,  852. 
different  kinds  of  coincidences,  844. 
independent  and  dependent  circumstances,  851. 
essentials  to  circumstantial  prooft,  856. 
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CIRCUMSTANTIAL  BVIDENCE.—Cion^mfwrf. 
established  of  the  facts,  856. 
consistency  of  facts  with  hypothesis,  869. 
conclasiye  tendency  of  circumstances,  ib, 
circumstances  should  exclude  every  other  hypothesis,  862. 
where,  leares  it  indifferent  which  of  two  hypotheses  it  proves   iasnfflcient, 

860. 
when  mere  coincidences  sufficient,  861. 
test  of  the  conclusive  tendency  of  evidence,  ib. 
inconclusive  circumstances,  when  rendered  conclnsive,  862. 
eorput  delicti  must  be  fully  proved,  ib. 
inquiry  as  to  other  hypotheses,  863. 
conclusiveness  of  circumstances  to  be  judged  of  by  jury,  ib. 

CLERGYMAN, 

not  privileged  to  withhold  confidential  communication,  40. 

CLERK, 

of  counsel  or  attorney,  communication  made  to,  privileged,  40. 

of  banker,  464,  n.,  481. 

of  attorney,  admissibility  of  entries  by,  in  the  course  of  business,  495.   ^ 

CLERK  OF  THE  PEACE, 

books  of,  admissibility  of,  310. 

CLIENT, 

privilege  of,  as  to  professional  communications,  40. 

COACH, 

entry  of,  at  license  office,  no  proof  of  ownership,  311. 

COINCIDENCES.     See  Oircunutantial  Evidence. 
force  of,  842. 
moral  effect  of,  845. 
effect  of,  from  ordinary  experience,  850. 

COLLATERAL  FACTS, 

admissibility  of,  67,  81,  91. 
when  admissible,  80,  90,  618. 
instances  of,  618,  623. 
cross-examination  as  to,  200. 

COLLUSION, 

judgment  may  be  avoided  by,  402. 

COLONIAL  ACTS  OF  STATE, 

proved  by  copy  under  colonial  seal,  281. 

COLONIAL  COURT, 

judgment  in,  effect  of,  346. 

proof  of,  399. 
affidavits  filed  in,  proof  of,  ib. 
seal  of,  need  not  be  proved,  ib. 

COMMERCIAL  REGULATIONS, 

of  foreign  countries,  provable  by  copy,  281. 

COMMISSION, 

inquisitions  under  public,  admissible,  287. 

COMMISSIONERS, 

books  of,  admissibility  of,  313. 
condemnation  by,  effect  of,  379. 

COMMON,  RIGHT  OF, 

reputation  admissible  to  prove  right  of,  48,  187. 
but  not  in  the  case  of  a  private  prescription,  ib, 

COMMONS,  HOUSE  OF, 

journals  of,  evidence  of  proceedings  by,  281. 

copies  of  journals  of,  by  the  Queen's  printer,  &c.,  admissible,  282. 

COMMUNICATIONS  PRIVILEGED, 
rule  respecting,  40,  193. 
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COMPETENCY  OP  WITNESSES, 

time  and  mode  of  objecting  to,  114. 

eiamination  as  to  religioiiB  belief,  116. 

in  case  of  infancy,  117.    See  also  tit.  Infancy — Intereat. 

CONCURRENCE, 

of  circumstances,  effect  of,  863. 

CONDEMNATION, 

in  the  Exchequer  conclusiye  on  all  parties,  378. 

bj  commissioners  of  excise,  final,  379. 

by  foreign  Court  of  Admiralty,  conclusire  as  to  facts  stated,  381, 

CONDUCT, 

connection  between  conduct  and  motives,  849. 
presumption  from,  71,  75. 

CONFESSION, 

is  but  presumptive  evidence,  73. 

not  conclusive,  ib.  718. 
in  criminal  case  is  evidence  in  civil  action,  362.         i 

CONFIDENTIAL  COMMUNICATIONS, 
rule  respecting,  40,  193. 

extends  to  counsel,  and  attorneys,  and  their  clerks,  ib. 
but  not  to  physicians,  surgeons,  or  divines,  ib, 
includes  matters  of  state  policy,  193. 
and  proceedings  before  grand  jury,  ib, 

CONFIRMATION, 

of  witnesses,  when  allowed,  252. 

of  evidence  of  accomplice  necessary,  821. 

CONFLICTING  EVIDENCE, 
observations  on,  866,  869. 

CONSIDERATION, 

variance  ft-om  allegation  of,  in  deed,  659. 

cannot  be  shown  to  be  different  from  that  expressed,  673. 

additional,  may  be  shown,  673. 

CONSISTENCY, 

of  testimony,  effect  of,  859. 

with  circumstances,  871,  877. 
with  written  documents,  872. 

CONSTRUCTION, 

of  written  document  is  matter  of  law,  786. 
not  to  be  varied  by  extrinsic  evidence,  668. 

CONTINUANCE, 

presumption  of,  76,  760. 

CONTRACT, 

right  to  begin  in  actions  on,  599. 

variation  from  terms  of,  630. 

written,  not  to  be  varied  by  parol  evidence,  651,  655.    See  tit.  Parol  Evidence, 

CONTRADICTION, 

witness  must  be  questioned  previous  to  contradiction,  238,  242. 
by  evidence  of  previous  statements,  ib, 

of  his  own  acts,  238. 
of  party's  own  witness  not  allowed,  244. 

exceptions,  244-251. 

CONVENTIONAL  EVIDENCE, 
what,  98. 

CONVERSATIONS, 

evidence  of,  should  be  received  with  great  caution,  826. 

CONVICTION, 

in  criminal  cases,  not  evidence  in  civil  action,  361. 
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CONVICTION.— (7on<mtt«(f. 

except  of  fact,  and  legal  consequences,  ti6. 

80  of  inferior  courts,  368. 
of  infamous  crime  no  longer  incapacitates  witness,  117. 
certificates  of,  295,  n.,  391. 
in  rem  is  evidence,  379. 

COPY, 

of  public  documents,  when  admissible  in  evidence,  257» 
of  public  records,  257,  315. 

exemplifications,  257. 

bj  authorized  officer,  261. 

office  copy,  t6. 

statutory  office  copy,  t^.,  265. 

sworn  copy,  265-271. 
of  a  copy,  not  admissible,  270. 
how  proved,  t6. 

not  admissible  when  original  produced,  271. 
of  lost  record,  proof  of,  »6. 
evidence  to  warrant  reception  of,  ib. 
certified  copy,  effect  of,  398.    See  tit.  InttmmenU  of  Evidence, 

COPY  EXAMINED, 

of  public  docuipent  generally  admissible,  268,  270,  273. 
to  prove  judicial  proceedings,  266. 

in  bankruptcy,  266. 

in  Chancery,  ib. 

but  is  not  admissible  on  indictment  for  perjury,  ib, 

or  where  the  record  is  incomplete,  267. 
how  proved,  270,  550. 
of  Acts  of  Parliament,  276. 

CORONER, 

depositions  before,  not  admissible,  unless  taken  in  presence  of  prisoner,  38. 
has  power  to  bind  over  witnesses,  105. 
inquisition  by,  effect  of,  405. 

CORPORATION, 

seal  of,  proved  by  showing  that  it  is  the  official  seal,  457. 
deed  of,  proved  by  proving  official  seal,  610. 
books  of,  admissibility  of,  309,  452, 456. 

proof  of,  456. 

are  not  evidence  against  strangers,  455. 

must  be  shown  to  have  been  kept  as  such,  456. 

and  that  entries  were  made  by  the  proper  officer,  ib, 

may  be  inspected,  458. 

Stat.  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  c.  76,  ib. 

CORPUS  DELICTI, 

must  be  proved,  862. 

CORROBORATION, 

of  witness,  when  allowed,  252. 

of  attesting  witness  permitted,  612. 

of  accomplice  necessary,  821. 

COUNSEL, 

not  allowed  to  divulge  professional  communications,  40,  194. 

clerk  of,  same  rule  applicable  to,  ib. 

arguments  of,  610-615. 

order  of  address,  where  several,  616. 

statement  by,  as  to  cause  of  action,  not  conclusive,  616. 

COUNTERPART, 

admissibility  of,  as  secondary  evidence,  642. 
against  party  executing  it,  564. 

and  when  not  executed,  if  adversary  refuses  to  produce  original,  570. 
but  not  against  thrid  person,  except  absence  of  original  accounted  for,  570, 

577. 
of  ancient  leases,  how  tea  admissible,  94. 
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COUNTY, 

how  far  jadiciallj  noticed,  738,  n. 

COURSE  OF  BUSINESS, 

entries  made  in,  admissible,  65,  86,  465,  492. 

COURT, 

matters  judicially  noticed  by,  T35-Y39. 

duty  of,  to  expound  law  and  decide  on  all  collateral  matters,  764,  788. 

COURT-MARTIAL, 

sentences  of,  generally  conclusive,  371,  n. 

but  Courts  of  Law  will  examine  whether  it  has  exceeded  its  jurisdiction,  ib, 
witnesses  neglecting  to  attend,  upon  iubpcena,  are  liable  to  attachment,  109. 

COURT  ROLLS, 

when  evidence,  94, 308,  462,  453. 

how  proved,  454. 

proof  of,  by  copy  or  examined  entries,  ib. 

CRIMINATION,  SELF, 

witness  not  bound,  in  general,  to  criminate  himself,  41,  141,  204,  240. 
nor  to  produce  documents  which  may.  111. 

whether  he  must  answer  questions  which  tend  to  his  disgrace,  207,  213. 
if  he  does,  his  answers  are  evidence  against  him,  214. 
and  if  he  answers  in  part,  he  must  answer  the  whole,  ib.    See  tit.  Witneti. 

CROSS-EXAMINATION, 

a  strong  test  of  truth,  34. 

excludes  res  inter,  aZtb«,  ib, 

does  not  exclude  judgments  in  rem^  36. 

excludes  depositions,  34. 

and  voluntary  affidavits,  34,  448. 
advantages  of,  194. 
practice  as  to,  196,  198. 
what  questions  may  be  asked  in,  197. 

as  to  writings,  198,  216,  220. 

as  to  collateral  facts,  200. 

in  order  to  discredit  witness,  207. 
upon  interrogatories,  423,  426.    See  tit.  Eoidenee — WUneas. 

CROWN, 

public  acts  of,  how  proved,  279. 
inquisitions  by  officers  of,  404. 

CUSTODY, 

proof  of,  essential  to  reception  of  ancient  instruments,  2^1,  524-529. 
See  tit.  Ancient  InstrumenU — Deedt^  &c. 

CUSTOM, 

proof  of,  187,  736,  n. 

evidence  by  a  judgment,  when,  386. 

by  a  deposition,  when,  421. 
when  admissible  to  add  to  contract,  710. 

to  explain  ancient  charter,  695« 
in  one  parish  not  evidence  against  another,  619. 
when  judicially  noticed  by  the  courts,  735,  736,  n. 

CUSTOMARY  INCIDENTS, 

may  be  annexed  to  written  contract  by  parol  evidence,  710. 

CUSTOM  fiOUSE,  BOOKS  OF, 
admissibility  of  entries  in,  306. 

DATE, 

of  writing,  effect  of  variance  from,  665. 

prim&faeie  evidence  of  time  when  written,  758. 

DAY-BOOK, 

of  ehnrch  register,  not  evidence  when  entry  has  been  made  in  register,  298. 

DEAF  AND  DUMB, 

persons  may  give  evidence  by  means  of  Interpreter,  114  n. 
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DEALING, 

presumption  firom  course  of,  76. 

DEATH, 

apprehension  of,  essential  to  admissibilitj  of  dying  declarations,  38. 

admissibility  of  depositions  in  case  of,  61,  408. 

presumption  of,  where  a  person  has  not  been  heard  of  for  seren  years,  77. 

registry  of,  under  6  &  7  Will.  IV.  c.  86,  297. 

place  of,  added  to  register  under  Registration  Act,  evidence  of,  299,  n. 

of  attesting  witness  inferred  after  thirty  years,  512,  521. 

and  proof  of,  within  that  period,  renders  evidence  of  handwriting  admissi- 
ble, 519. 

DBATH-BED  DECLARATIONS, 

when  admissible  and  grounds  of  admitting,  38. 

DECLARATIONS, 

by  third  persons  when  admissible,  85,  95,  466. 

by  party  tn  eztremisy  38. 

accompanying  acts,  51,  87,  466. 

when  part  of  the  ret  ffestm,  89. 

in  case  of  pedigree,  45,  62,  188,  190. 

made  against  the  interest  of  the  party,  64. 

by  deceased  tenant,  487,  492. 

in  the  course  of  business,  65,  492,  n. 

but  only  when  the  party  is  dead,  66. 

and  must  have  known  the  facts,  ib. 
may  be  evidence  for  some  purposes  but  not  for  others,  89. 
by  strangers  in  general  not  admissible,  81. 

nor  when  mAdepott  litem  motam,  63,  190. 
to  be  made  by  bankrupts  and  their  wives  before  commissioners,  34. 
effect  of  in  evidence,  487. 
And  see  tit.  Entries — HearBoy. 

DECREE  IN  CHANCERT, 
proof  of,  393. 
effect  of,  398. 

DEEDS, 

production  of,  102-113,  499. 

attorney  of  party  not  compelled  to  produce  his  client's,  112. 

but  an  agent  may  be  examined  as  to  their  contents,  ib, 
alteration  in,  must  be  explained  by  party  producing,  500. 
mutilation  of,  is  pnmd/acie  evidence  of  cancellation,  501. 
should  be  properly  stamped,  503. 

non-enrolment  of,  must  be  proved  by  party  objecting,  ib, 
legal  requisites  of,  must  be  proved,  &, 
"     proof  of,  by  attesting  witness,  504-507. 

application  of  the  rule,  507. 
formerly  not  superseded  by  admission  of  party,  505. 

but  now  admissions  of  party  are  evidence  of  contents  of  a  document  with- 
out producing  it,  506. 
execution  of,  proof  of,  505,  508,  573. 

by  agent,  565. 
sealing  of,  proof  of,  508. 
delivery  of,  proof  of,  509. 

may  be  presumed  when  produced  firom  custody  of  party  whow  has  acted 
under  them,  t5. 
no  particular  form  of  delivery  necessary,  t6. 
take  effect  from  delivery,  529. 
proof  of,  on  denial  by  subscribing  witness,  510. 
excuse  for  the  absence  of  subscribing  witness  of,  512. 
proof  in  excuse  of  absence  of  subscribing  witness  of,  514-518. 
secondary  proof  in  the  absence  of  subscribing  witness  of,  519. 
if  thirty  years  old  require  no  proof,  521. 

except  of  coming  Arom  proper  custody,  524-529. 
date  of  J  primd  facie  evidence  of  time  of  execution,  758. 
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DEEDS— (7on^tfit<«(f. 

proof  of,  where  no  atteiting  witnesS)  529. 

in  case  of  loss,  530. 
evidence  of  search  for,  532-540. 

of  execution  of  lost,  541. 

unnecessary  where  proof  of  execution  would  have  been  dispensed  with, 

642. 
or  where  loss  or  absence  is  occasioned  bj  adyersarj;  542,  565,  571. 
proof  of,  by  secondary  evidence,  542-650. 

when  in  possession  of  adversary,  550,  565,  571. 

or  of  party  in  privity  with  him,  553. 
notice  to  produce,  must  be  proved,  551. 

by  affidavit  of  attorney  or  clerk,  App. 

when  unnecessary,  561. 
proof  of,  coming  from  adversary's  possession,  565. 

if  not  produced  by  adversary,  proof  must  be  given  as  in  case  of  loss,  568. 
admission  of,  under  judge's  order  or  notice,  571,  App. 

by  party  or  agent,  572. 

by  estoppel,  90,  460. 
proof  of,  by  enrolment,  573,  576. 

by  recital,  577. 
reading  of,  not  precluded  by  intrinsic  objection,  578. 
the  whole  to  be  read,  579. 
effect  of,  not  to  be  varied  by  parol  evidence,  655-665. 

but  may  be  explained,  648,  680,  695. 
construction  of,  700.     See  tit.  Eindene$ — WUne99—Writien  Instrument^  {fc. 

DEFAULT, 

judgment  by,  effect  of,  342,  n. 

DEFECT, 

supplying,  at  close  of  case,  605. 

DEFECTIVE  EVIDENCE, 

distinguished  from  secondary,' 733. 

DEGRADATION, 

how  far  witness  compelled  to  answer  questions  tending  to  his,  206-213.    See 
tit.  Witness. 

DELIVERY  OF  DEED,     • 
proof  of,  509. 
no  particular  form  of,  requisite,  H.    See  tit.  Deeds. 

DEMEANOR, 

of  witness  a  test  of  credibility,  871.    See  tit.  Witness, 

DEMURRER, 

when  an  admission,  451. 
to  evidence,  effect  of,  797. 

DEPOSIT, 

proof  as  to  place  of,  to  render  ancient  document  admissible,  291,  524.    See  tit. 
Ancient  Instruments — Deedsj  j'C. 

DEPOSITIONS, 

of  witnesses,  when  admissible,  61,  408. 
of  deceased  witness  in  former  proceedings,  61. 
inadmissible,  when  witness  can  be  produced,  409. 
absence  or  death  of  witness  necessary,  ib. 
indemnity  of  parties  requisite,  412. 

and  of  deponent,  431. 

but  not  of  cause  of  action,  414. 
identify  of  subject-matter  necessary,  ib. 

except  as  matter  of  reputation  against  other  parties,  ib. 

and  in  criminal  cases,  ib. 
privity  of  claim  necessary  to  admissibility  at  law,  415. 
must  have  been  made  in  a  legal  proceeding,  ib. 

and  only  admissible  when  the  verdict  or  judgment  in  that  proceeding  would 
be  evidence,  ib. 
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DEPOSITIONS—  Continued. 

in  Spiritual  Gourts,  whether  admissible,  417,  434. 

in  courts  not  of  record,  ib, 

in  bankruptcy,  when  and  of  what  eridence,  418. 

when  evidence  to  prove  reputation,  421. 

of  witnesses  abroad,  i23. 

Stat.  13  Geo.  III.  c.  63,  and  1  Will.  IV.  c.  22,  424. 

mode  of  procedure  under,  26. 
in  perpttuam  memoriam^  427. 
Stat.  5  A  6  Vic.  c.  69,  428. 
in  Chancery,  419,  427,  430. 
not  admissible  when  extra  judicial,  416. 

not  when  made  post  litem  motamf  421. 

nor  unless  party  had  power  to  cross-examine,  61,  418. 
when  excluded  by  leading  interrogatories,  433. 
preparatory  facts,  proof  of,  429. 
how  proved,  432. 

by  examined  copy,  ib. 
office  copy  of,  admissible  in  Court  of  Equity  but  not  in  Court  of  Law,  295,  432. 
cross-examination  upon,  practice  as  to,  228. 
are  evidence  to  contradict,  but  not  to  support,  witness,  423. 
on  former  trial,  proof  of,  408,  n.,  429. 
before  coroner,  38. 
before  justices,  when  admissible,  38,  410,  417. 

DEPRIVATION, 

effect  of  sentence  of,  371. 

DESCRIPTION, 

*  when  party  bound  by,  629. 

DIRECT  EVIDENCE.     See  Evidence. 
kinds  of,  21. 

consideration  of,  by  jury,  820. 
force  of,  in  conflict  with  circumstantial,  828. 

DISCREPANCIES, 

in  evidence,  effect  of,  830. 

DISGRACE, 

whether  witness  bound  to  answer  questions  tendipg  to,  207,  213.    See  tit. 
Witnees. 

DISOBEDIENCE, 

of  subpoena,  liability  for,  103. 

will  not  warrant  reception  of  parol  evidence,  112. 

except  where  the  instrument  has  been  transferred  Arauduiently,  113. 

DISSENTING  CHAPEL, 

register  of,  how  far  admissible,  300. 

DIVISIBILITY, 

of  averment,  when  allowed,  626. 

DIVORCE, 

sentence  of,  effect  of,  376. 

avoided  by  collusion,  402. 

DOCUMENTARY  EVIDENCE, 
relative  excellence  of,  825. 

DOCUMENTS, 

production  of,  how  secured,  109-113. 
contents  of,  not  to  be  stated,  176. 

except  where  very  volumnious,  ib. 

nor  cross-examined  to,  198. 
admissibility  and  proof  of  public,  272,  296. 

partly  public  and  partly  private,  462. 

private,  459. 
legal  requisites  of,  proof  of,  603. 
proof  of,  in  case  of  loss,  531. 

when  in  possession  of  adversary,  561,  571. 
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DOCUMENTS— Confmiwif. 
notice  to  produce,  464. 
admission  of,  under  judge's  order,  571. 
notice  to  admit,  App. 

admission  of,  under,  how  proved,  App. 
consequence  of  refusal  to  admit  after  notice,  App. 
the  whole  of,  to  be  read,  679-583. 

credit  due  to  whole  or  part  to  be  judged  of  bj  jury,  583. 
construction  of,  matter  of  law,  786.     See  tit.  InttrumenU  of  Evidence — Subptzna 

duces  tecum. 

DOMESDAY  BOOK, 
proof  b J,  284. 
Sir  H.  Ellis's  work  on,  ib.  n. 

DUCES  TECUM,  110.    See  Subpcma, 

DUCHY  OFFICER, 

book  of,  admissibility  of,  312. 

DUPLICATE  ORIGINALS, 

must  be  accounted  for  before  secondary  evidence  allowed,  542. 

DYING  DECLARATION, 
admissibility  of,  32,  38. 
of  child,  when  admissible,  32,  n. 

EAST  INDIA  COMPANY, 
books  of,  proof  of,  456. 

ECCLESIASTICAL  COURT, 
sentence  of,  proof  of,  393. 

effect  of,  373. 
books  of,  admissibility  of,  394. 
depositions  in,  admissibility  of,  417,  434. 

EJECTMENT, 

right  to  begin  in  action  of,  603. 

law  notices  the  real  parties  in,  326, 329. 

wife  of  lessor  in,  when  admissible.    See  Interest 

ENJOYMENT, 

evidence  from  acts  of,  60. 

ENROLMENT, 

admissibility  of,  in  proof  of  instrument,  283. 
or  of  certified  copy,  ib, 
proof  of  deed  by,  503,  573. 

ENTRIES, 

by  third  persons,  when  admissiblci  463. 

principle  of  admissibility,  464,  480. 
when  made  against  the  interest  of  the  party,  64,  474. 
by  deceased  occupier,  480. 

steward,  65,  479,  481. 

bailiffs,  receivers,  ib. 

attorney  in  his  books,  474. 

rector  of  receipt  of  tithes,  476. 
when  made  in  the  usual  course  of  business,  65,  86,  465,  492. 
.  by  churchwardens,  65. 

parish  officer,  480. 

midwife,  65,  475. 

banker's  clerks,  464,  n.,  481. 
accompanying  or  connected  with  acts,  467.    See  tit.  Dtdarationt. 

EQUITY, 

bill  in,  not  evidence  of  facts  alleged,  439. 

answer  in,  admissible  against  party  making  it,  440. 

depositions  in,  admissibility  of,  428,  432. 

ERASURE, 

in  instrumentjcxplanation  of,500.  See  tit.  Deeds — Documents —  Written  Instruments. 
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ESTOPPEL, 

general  mle  as  to,  99. 

bj  deed,  99,  460. 

by  fraud,  100. 

bj  record,  365. 

bj  admission  under  seal,  .459. 

of  party,  459,  462. 

binds  all  privies,  462. 

when  it  creates  an  interest  in  land,  461.  ^ 

when  binding  on  the  court,  462. 

deed  poll  does  not  amount  to,  461. 

when  to  be  pleaded,  343,  461. 

EVIDENCE, 
what,  12. 

division  of  the  subject,  14. 
general  principles  of  law  of,  15. 

1.  natural  reason. 

2.  artificial  policy, 
of  natural  reason,  ib, 
ordinary  means  of  inquiry,  are 

1.  by  information. 

2.  by  experience,  17. 

and  may  be  divided  into  two  classes. 

1.  direct,  21. 

2.  indirect,  ib. 

reasons  for  adopting  excluding  principles,  18. 
direct  evidence  is  of  two  kinds,  21. 

1.  immediate. 

2.  mediate. 

immediate  evidence. 

principles  which  govern  reception  of,  21. 
administration  of  oaths,  22,  29. 

which  exclude  those  who  might  not  be  bound  by  oaths,  ti&. 

by  reason  of  turpitude  or  interest,  22. 
nature  of  the  interest  which  formerly  excluded,  23. 

exceptions,  25,  27. 
belief  essential  to  taking  an  oath,  29. 
form  of  oath,  30. 
must  be  judicial,  31. 
exceptions  to  taking  oath,  32. 
declarations  in  extremis,  ib. 
aflSrmations  by  Quakers,  &c.,  ib, 
test  of,  by  cross-examination,  34. 
which  excludes  hearsay  evidence,  35. 

except  dying  declarations,  32,  48. 

mediate  evidence,  43. 

in  general  only  admissible  on  failure  of  better  evidence,  ib. 
reputation,  when  admissible,  ib. 

1.  must  be  of  public  nature,  47. 

2.  must  be  general,  49. 

3.  must  be  supported  by  acts  of  enjoyment,  50. 
admissions  by  parties  or  privies,  ib, 
declarations  accompanying  acts,  51. 

mediate  eeeondary  evidence,  53.     See  tit.  Secondary  Evidence. 
in  general  inadmissible,  56-61. 
under  what  sanctions  admissible,  61. 
traditionary  evidence,  ib. 
in  what  other  cases  admissible,  53,  61. 

indirect  evidence. 

necessity  for  resorting  to,  67,  79.  - 
presumptions  from  experience,  70. 
from  conduct,  71. 


IKDEX.  905 

EVIDENCE.— Con^ti«</. 
indirect  evidence) 

as  to  motives,  ib, 

from  coarse  of  dealings,  76. 

as  to  continuance,  76. 

drcumttantial  evidence.     See  tit.  CireufrutanHal  Evidence. 
principles  of  admissibility  of,  67. 
extent  of  the  principle,  80. 
res  inter  aliot  aeta^  rule  as  to,  81. 
what  it  exclades,  ib, 
does  not  exclude  evidence  of  acts  and  admissions  of  parties,  85. 

of  laws  and  customs,  ib, 

of  facts  which  have  legal  operation,  86. 
effect  on  declarations  and  accompanying  acts,  87. 
collateral  facts,  90,  618. 
ancient  instruments,  admissibility  of,  93. 
must  come  from  proper  repository,  93,  291,  524. 
must  be  free  from  suspicion,  93. 
supported  by  acts  of  enjoyment,  ib. 
declarations  admissible  in  explanation  of,  95. 
evidence  on  questions  of  skill,  &c.,  &c.,  95. 

exclusion  on  principles  of  artificial  policy  of  secondary  evidence,  39. 
See  tit.  Secondary  Evidence. 

of  that  of  husband  and  wife,  ib.    See  tit.  Interest. 

of  confidential  communications,  40. 

of  evidence  tending  to  crimination  of  witness,  41. 

of  matters  on  grounds  of  state  policy,  ib. 

arUfieial  evidence, 

where  necessary,  96. 

rolls  of  Parliament,  records,  Ac,  97. 

weight  annexed  to,  73. 

verdicts,  &c.,  ib. 

conventional  evidence, 

how  far  interfered  with  by  law,  98. 
as  to  manner,  form,  and  effect,  t^. 
estoppels,  99. 
presumptions  of  law,  747. 
of  law  and  fact,  549. 

direct  evidence, 

on  what  its  force  depends,  820. 

integrity  of  witnesses,  tb, 
exceptionable  witnesses  are  competent,  821. 

but  require  confirmation,  ib. 

degrees  of  evidence^ 

full  proof,  when  requisite,  817. 
mere  preponderance,  when  sufiicient,  818. 
primA  fade  and  conclusive  evidence,  819. 
evidence  to  be  weighed  by  jury,  820. 
effect  of  partial  incongruities,  866. 
positive  and  negative  evidence,  867. 
conflicting  evidence,  869. 
process  of  comparison,  871. 

testimony  of  false  witness  to  be  rejected  altogether,  873. 
except  when  given  in  favor  of  the  adverse  party,  ib. 
effect  of  false  testimony  in  other  evidence,  ib. 
comparison  of  direct  and  circumstantial   evidence,  874.    See  tit.  — Best 

Evidence — Hearsay — Instruments  of  Evidence — Parol  Evidence — Secondary 

Evidence —  Written  Evidence^  ^c, 

EXAMINATION, 

of  witnesses,  in  chief,  166.  ' 

as  to  what,  172. 
of  witnesses  as  to  actual  knowledge,  172. 

52 


906  INDEX. 

EXAMINATION.— Con^tfttieJ. 
belief,  172. 

judgment  on  questions  of  skill,  96,  1*73. 
foreign  law,  173. 
general  results  of  documents,  ib. 
matters  of  confidence,  191,  194. 
on  interrogatories,  424. 
mode  of  procedure,  426. 
by  magistrates,  106. 
for  prisoners  to  be  taken  on  oath,  33. 
of  bankrupts  and  their  wives,  before  commissioners  not  to  be  upon  oath,  34. 
See  tits.  Cross-examination — Depontions —  Witness, 

EXCEPTIONS,  BILL  OP, 

course  of  procedure  upon,  790,  795. 

EXCHEQUER, 

condemnations  in,  effect  of,  378. 

EXCISE  AND  CUSTOMS, 

books  and  papers  of.  when  evidence,  306. 
condemnation  bj  commissioners  of,  effect  of,  379. 

EXECUTION, 

proof  of,  505,  508,  573. 

ancient  instruments  admissible  without  proof  of,  93. 

of  lost  instrument,  proof  of,  541. 

EXEMPLIFICATIONS, 

different  kinds  of,  257,  259. 
why  received  in  evidence,  ib. 
proof  of,  ib. 

EXPENSES, 

of  witness  in  civil  cases,  103. 
in  criminal  cases,  105. 

EXPERIENCE, 

presumption  arising  from,  51. 
in  favor  of,  762. 

EXPLANATION, 

admissibility  of  declaration  for  purpose  of,  96. 

FACTS, 

general  rule  as  to  what,  are  evidence,  78. 

collateral,  admissibility  of,  90. 

real,  what  are,  91. 

spurious,  how  detected,  92. 

context  of,  must  be  consistent,  ib. 

jury  must  find  facts,  not  evidence,  765. 

historical,  may  be  proved  by  reputation,  49. 

and  by  generally  received  historical  account  of  them,  15. 

FINE, 

proof  of,  260,  577. 

FLEET  PRISON, 
books  of,  299. 

FORCE  OP  TESTIMONY, 
observations  on,  832. 

FOREIGN  ATTACHMENT, 

custom  of,  proof  of,  736,  n. 

FOREIGN  COURT, 

effect  of  judgment  of,  346-355. 

proceedings  and  judgments  of,  how  proved,  399. 

proceedings  of,  when  judicially  noticed,  740. 

FOREIGN  JUDGMENTS, 
how  proved,  399. 

how  far  open  to  examination,  355-358. 
when  conclusive,  346-352. 
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FOREIGN  JUDGMBNTS.—Cbn/mtterf. 

general  position;  that  when  conclasiye  in  the  country  where  pronounced  they 

are  also  conclusive  in  this  country,  353. 
if  relied  on  as  an  estoppel,  must  he  pleaded  as  such,  ib, 
impeachable  for  apparent  error,  354.    See  tit.  JudgmenU, 

FOREIGN  LAW, 

proper  proof  of,  is  by  persons  conyersant  with  it,  175. 

FORMER  TRIAL, 

evidence  on,  when  admissible,  433. 

FRAUD, 

when  judgment  may  be  impeached  on  ground  of,  384. 

when  not,  385. 
when  evidence  of,  admissible  to  impeach  instruments,  672. 
presumption  of,  ground  of  rule  respecting  best  evidence,  642. 
when  a  question  of  law  and  when  of  fact,  764. 
presumption  in  case  of,  847. 

GAZETTE, 

evidence  of  acts  of  state  by,  279. 

proclamation  of  peace,  t6. 

quarantine,  ih, 

reprisals,  ib. 
when  admissible  to  prove  notice,  280. 
not  evidence  of  private  matters,  i6. 
judicially  noticed  by  the  courts,  738,  n. 

GENERAL  EVIDENCE, 
when  admissible,  645. 

GRAND  JURY, 

evidence  given  before,  not  to  be  revealed,  193. 

GUARDIAN, 

is  now  admissible  as  witness  for  ward,  132. 

answer  of,  in  Chancery,  not  evidence  against  infant,  442. 

GUERNSEY, 

copy  register  of  baptism  of,  inadmissible,  300. 

HABEAS  CORPUS  ad  testificandum, 

provisions  of  stat.  44  Geo.  III.,  c.  102,  respecting,  104. 

HEARSAY, 

inferior  nature  of  such  testimony,  43. 

in  general  is  not  admissible,  43,  56,  61. 

when  admissible,  43,  61,  89,  185,  191. 

reasons  for  its  admission,  43. 

general  reputation,  what,  43. 

admissible  when  the  fact  is  of  public  nature,  ib, 

particular  subjects  to  which  such  evidence  is  applicable,  44,  89,  186. 

to  prove  a  man's  character,  47. 

pedigree  and  state  of  family,  45,  47,  188. 

prescriptive  or  customary  rights,  matters  of  public  notoriety,  47. 

1.  the  facts  must  be  of  a  public  nature,  47,  62. 

such  as  right  of  common,  48. 

boundaries  between  parishes  or  manors,  Ac,  49. 
historical  facts,  ib, 

2.  must  be  as  to  general  and  not  particular  facts,  t&.,  62. 

evidence  of  perambulations,  50. 

3.  the  reputation  should  be  supported  by  acts  of  enjoyment,  50,  63,  190. 
admissions  by  parties,  50. 

declarations  accompanying  acts,  51. 

by  trader  deserting  house  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy,  t6. 
rule  not  applicable  to  declarations  accompanying  irrelevant  acts,  52. 
declarations  made  against  interest,  64. 
in  the  course  of  business,  65. 
See  tit.  Declaraiiona — Etidenee — Reputation — TVoditton,  fe. 
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HERALD'S  BOOKS, 

admisaibilitj  of,  in  proof  of  pedigrees,  &c.,  312. 

HISTORICAL  FACT, 

proof  of  a  particular,  f  9. 

HISTORY, 

books  of  public,  admissibility  of,  49,  97,  314. 

HOUSES  OF  PARLIAMENT, 

journals  of,  admissibility  of,  281. 

effect  of,  282.     See  Commons^  House  of^ZiOrdt,  Howe  of, 

HUMAN  TESTIMONY, 

general  character  of,  831. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE, 

cannot  be  witnesses  for  or  against  each  other,  29,  39,  138,  194,  513,  fi. 
unless  both  be  parties  to  the  proceeding,  139. 
or  it  be  a  proceeding  in  the  County  Court,  ih. 

but  cannot  be  witnesses  for  or  against  each  other  in  a  criminal  proceeding, 
138.     See  Interest— Wife, 

HYPOTHESIS, 

coincidences  between  facts  and,  843. 

IDENTITY, 

of  parties,  essential  to  be  proved  before  judgment,  Ac,  admissible,  324. 
also  of  fact,  333. 
test  of,  ib. 

IGNORANCE, 

of  witness,  how  far  ground  for  excluding,  114. 

IMPROPRIATION, 

evidence  to  prove,  294. 

INCOMPETENCY, 

t6  testify,  different  kinds  of,  1 14. 
time  of  objecting  on  ground  of,  ib. 
examination  as  to,  116.     See  tit.  Interest. 

INCONSISTENCY, 

of  testimony,  effect  of,  829. 

INDIA, 

examination  of  witnesses  resident  la,  424. 

INDICTMENT, 
proof  of,  391. 

INDIRECT  EVIDENCE, 
what,  21. 
admissibility  of,  67. 

INDUCEMENT, 

variance  in  matter  of,  626,  646. 

INFAMY, 

effect  of,  on  competency  of  witness,  117. 
no  longer  ground  of  exclusion,  118. 

INFANCY, 

incompetency  to  testify  from^  117. 
onus  prohandi  on  plea  of,  590,  591,  n. 

INFERIOR  COURT, 

judgment  of,  proof  of,  358,  396. 
e£fect  of,  358,  368. 
how  far  examinable,  ib. 
seal  of,  must  in  general  be  proved,  740. 

INFORMATION, 

before  magistrate,  proof  of  loss  of,  539 

INNOCENCE, 

presumptions  in  favor  of,  755. 
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INQUISITIONS, 

admissibility  of,  289,  404,  407. 

analogoas  to  adjudications  in  rem,  404. 

under  public  commissions,  286,  407. 

valor  benefiehrum,  286. 

inquintionei  nanarum,  286. 

extent  of  Crown  lands,  287. 

post  mortem,  288. 

not  necessary  that  evidence  on,  should  have  been  given  on  oath,  289. 

taken  without  anthoritj  inadmissible,  289,  407. 

of  lunacy,  admissible  but  not  conclusive,  379,  406. 

by  coroner,  406. 

parties  affected  by,  may  traverse,  404. 

whilst  unreversed,  conclusive  as  to  property,  406. 

INSANITY, 

when  it  renders  witness  incompetent,  114. 

INSOLVENT, 

declarations  by  admissibility  of,  467. 

INSOLVENT  COURT, 

power  of,  to  compel  attendance  of  witnesses  and  production  of  documents,  108, 

110. 
proof  of  proceedings  in,  265. 

INSTRUMENTS  OF  EVIDENCE, 
what  they  are  in  general,  102. 

1.  Oral  Emdenee, 

mode  of  enforcing  attendance  of  witnesses,  103. 
expenses  must  be  tendered,  104,  106. 
consequences  of  disobedience,  104,  106. 
liability  to  attachment,  104, 106. 

and  damages  in  an  action  on  the  case,  ib, 
Stat.  6  Eliz.  c.  9,  s.  12,  ib. 
where  witness  is  in  custody,  104. 
where  under  restraint,  105. 

sailor  on  board  man  of  war,  t^. 
mode  of  enforcing  attendance  in  criminal  cases,  ib. 
justices  may  bind  over  by  recognizance,  ib, 

Stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  ss.  16,  20,  ib.,  107. 
coroner  also,  in  cases  of  murder  and  manslaughter,  ib. 

Stat.  7  Geo.  IV.  c.  64,  s.  4.,  ib. 
witnesses  for  defendant  in  criminal  cases  may  be  subpoenaed,  106. 
•  liable  to  attachment  for  non-attendance  upon  subpoena,  107. 
mode  of  enforcing  attendance  at  sessions,  and  in  inferior  courts,  107-109. 
mode  of  enforcing  production  of  documents,  110. 
objections  in  exclusion  of  oral  evidence,  114,  et  seq. 

2.  Written  Evidence. 
written  instruments  are — 

1.  of  a  public  nature,  254. 

2.  of  a  mixed  nature,  ib. 

3.  of  a  private  nature,  ib. 

1.  Public  Documkiitb 
are  either  judicial  or  not  judicial,  256. 

documents  of  a  public  nature,  how  procured  and  proved,  256,  315. 
records  are  proved  by  mere  production,  or  by  copy,  267. 
copies  or  records  are  either  exemplifications,  copies  made  by  authorized  officer, 
or  sworn  copies,.  t6. 

proof  of  public  documents  by  exemplification,  267. 

exemplifications  under  the  great  seal,  ib. 

under  the  seal  of  a  particular  court,  258. 

copies  by  authorized  persons,  260. 

proof  by  office  copy,  261. 

by  statutory  office  copy,  261-265. 

by  sworn  copy,  266-268. 


910  INDEX. 

INSTRUMENTS  OF  EVIDENCE— Con^iWMf. 
when  admissible,  268-270. 
how  prored,  270. 

copj  never  admissible  when  original  is  produced^  271. 
lost  record,  how  proved,  ib. 

public  documents  not  judicial,  admissibilitj  of,  273. 
Acts  of  Parliament,  how  proved,  ib. 

public,  require  no  proof,  274. 
private  Acts  of  Parliament  mnst  be  proved,  276. 

but  admissible,  if  purporting  to  be  printed  by  Queen's  printers, 
227. 
recitals  in  Acts  of  Parliament,  effect  of,  278. 
Acts  of  state,  proof  of,  279. 

by  the  Gazette,  t^. 
foreign  and  colonial  acts  of  state,  proof  of,  281. 
commercial  regulations,  ib. 

public  documenis  printed  by  the  Queen's  printers,  eridence  by,  f6. 
articles  of  war,  t^. 
royal  proclamations,  ib. 
rules,  kc.y  of  poor  law  commissioners,  ib. 
journals  of  House  of  Lords  and  Commons,  admissibility  of,  (6. 
puDlic  Acts  of  the  Crown,  283. 
ancient  surveys  under  authority,  284-288. 
inquisitions,  288. 
terriers  and  surveys,  289. 
proof  as  to  place  of  deposit,  291. 
public  licenses  and  grants,  293. 
certificates,  294. 
public  registers  of  parish,  296. 

how  proved,  302. 
parish  books,  admissibility  of,  303. 
books  and  documents  of  public  offices,  305. 
excise  and  custom  books,  &c.,  306. 
court  rolls,  308. 
official  documents,  308,  309. 
poll  books,  308. 
prison  books,  ib. 
bishop's  register,  309. 
corporation  books,  ib. 
chancellor's  books,  310. 
clerk  of  the  peace's  books,  ib. 
ship's  registers,  ib. 

stage  and  hackney  coach  entries,  311. 
herald's  books,  ib. 
armorial  bearings,  312. 
duchy  books,  ib. 
commissioner's  books,  313. 
land  tax  books,  ib, 
public  histories  and  chronicles,  314. 
II.  Judicial  Documsnts. 
First  class : — judgments,  decrees,  and  verdicts,  admissibility  and  effect  of,  316. 
general  considerations,  317. 
when  conclusive,  318. 
judgments  in  remj  320. 

judgment  always  evidence  as  a  fact  and  as  to  all  legal  consequences,  t&. 
admissibility  of,  with  view  to  proof  of  matters  on  which  founded,  323. 
judgments  between  private  persons,  when  admissible,  ib. 
against  same  parties,  324. 

those  claiming  in  privity,  326. 

those  who  might  have  been  parties,  330. 
benefit  to  be  derived  from,  must  be  mutual,  331. 
admissibility  of  verdicts  in  civil  proceedings  in  criminal  cases,  332. 
identity  of  facts,  333. 
verdict  for  same  cause  of  action  between  same  parties  conclusive,  ib. 
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INSTRUMENTS  OF  EVIDENCE.— Cbf»(m«€«f. 
the  adjudication  must  be  direct,  337. 

also  final  and  conclusive,  340. 
application  of  a  judgment  in  proof,  341. 
to  prove  same  fact  for  same  purpose,  341,  345,  346. 

if  relied  on  as  an  estoppel,  must  be  pleaded  as  such,  342. 

when  conclusive,  346. 
foreign  judgments,  when  conclusive  between  parties,  346-355. 

how  far  examinable,  355. 
judgments  of  inferior  courts,  358. 

how  far  examinable,  359. 
to  prove  same  fact  for  a  different  purpose,  360. 
verdicts  and  judgments  in  criminal  cases,  admissibility  of,  in  civil  action,  361. 

as  a  general  rule  are  not  admissible,  363. 
effect  of,  in  evidence,  365. 

penal  judgments  conclusive  as  to  all  legal  consequences,  367. 
judgments  and  convictions  in  inferior  courts,  368. 
orders  and  convictions  bj  justices,  368,  383. 
sentences  by  colleges  and  visitors,  370. 
judgments  m  rem,  admissibility  of,  371. 
general  principles  respecting,  372. 
judgment  of  the  Ordinary  and  Spiritual  Courts,  373. 
sentences  of  Spiritual  Court,  375,  393. 
condemnations  in  the  Exchequer,  378. 
admiralty  decisions,  380. 
proceeding's  by  quo  warranto,  384. 
judgements,  &c.,  avoided  by  fraud,  t6. 

except  as  between  parties,  385. 
effect  of  judgrments,  &c.,  in  proof  of  cnstom,  Ac,  386. 
mode  of  proof  of  judgements  and  verdicts,  388. 

of  a  decree  in  chancery,  391. 

of  sentence  in  Spiritual  Courts,  393. 

of  probate,  t6. 

of  letters  of  administration,  ih, 

of  judgments  of  inferior  courts,  396.  \ 

of  convictions  by  justices,  397. 

of  an  award,  399. 

of  a  foreigpi  judgment,  ib. 
judgments,  Ac,  how  rebutted,  400.  I 

Judicial  Dooumknts. 

Second  class : — inquisitions,  depositions,  and  examinations  taken  in  course  of 
judicial  proceedings,  404. 

when  admissible,  ib,  \ 

inquisitions,  ib,  j 

depositions,  409. 
witness  must  be  dead  or  absent,  ib, 
parties  must  be  the  same,  412. 

also  subject-matter,  414. 
privity  of  claim,  415. 

must  have  been  taken  in  leg^al  proceedings,  t6. 
extra-judicial,  not  admissible,  416. 
in  Spiritual  Courts,  417. 

party  against  whom  offered  must  have  had  power  to  cross-examine,  418. 
when  evidence  to  prove  reputation,  421. 
witnesses  abroad  or  sick,  examinations  of,  423. 
bill  to  perpetuate  testimony,  427. 
preparatory  facts  to  be  proved,  429. 
existence  of  lawful  cause,  430. 
identity  of  deponent,  431. 
proof  of  depositions,  &c.,  by  copy,  432. 
leading  interrogatories,  433. 
lost  interrogatories,  434. 
depositions  in  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  ib. 
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Judicial  Dooumbmts. 

Third  class : — writs,  warraots,  pleadings,  Ac,  435. 

for  what  purposes  admissible,  ib. 
effects  of  writs  and  warrants  in  evidence,  ib, 

sh^rifiTs  return  on,  437. 

proof  of,  438. 
bill  in  Chancery,  when  eridence,  439. 
answer  in  Chancery,  440. 

the  whole  of  an  answer  is  evidence,  444. 
proof  of  bill  and  answer,  447. 
affidavits,  448. 

rules  and  orders  of  Court,  449. 
pleadings,  ib. 
protestations,  451. 

III.    MiZKD  DOCUMKNTS. 

are  partly  of  a  public  and  partly  of  a  private  nature,  452. 
court  rolls,  308,  452. 
corporation  books,  309,  455. 

proof  of,  457. 

inspection  of,  458. 
books  of  public  companies,  452,  456. 

lY.  Privati  Documints. 

operation  in  evidence  of,  458. 

all  documents  to  which  a  party  was  privy  are  in  general  evidence  against  him 

459. 
express  admissions  by  party  as  to  contents  of,  ib, 
what  an  estoppel,  460. 

when  to  be  pleaded  as  such,  461. 

binds  all  privies,  462. 
sense  of  contracts  not  to  be  altered  by  parol  evidence,  463,  656. 
entries  and  declarations  by  third  persons,  463. 

when  admissible,  464. 

accompanying  acts,  466-471. 
title  deeds,  472. 
surveys  and  maps,  ib, 
ancient  deeds,  maps,  Ac,  473. 
entries  and  declarations  made  against  interest  of  party,  474-479. 

by  receivers,  stewards,  Ac,  479-485. 

by  deceased  tenants,  487-492. 
entries  in  the  usual  course  of  professional  business,  492-498. 
proof  of  private  documents,  498. 

production  of,  499. 

erasures  or  alterations  in,  501. 
proof  of  legal  requisites,  503. 

by  attesting  witness,  504. 

of  sealing  of  deed,  608. 

of  delivery,  509. 
proof  of,  on  denial  by  attesting  witness,  510. 
excuse  for  absence  of  attesting  witness,  512-518. 
secondary  proof  in  absence  of  attesting  witness,  519-521. 
proof  of  instrument  when  thirty  years  old,  521. 
proof  as  to  custody  of  ancient  documents,  524-529. 
proof  where  there  is  ho  attesting  witness,  529. 
proof  of  lost  instrument,  530. 
evidence  of  search,  532-540. 

of  execution  of  lost  instrument,  541. 
proof  by  secondary  evidence,  542-550. 
proof  of  instrument  in  possession  of  adversary,  550. 

or  person  in  privity  with  him,  ib. 

what  equivalent  to  possession  by  adversary,  554. 
notice  to  produce  instrument,  ib. 

on  whom  or  when  to  be  served,  555,  n. 
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service  of,  how  proved,  555  and  App. 
notice  to  produce,  what  sufficient,  559. 

when  unnecessary,  561. 
if  produced  bj  adversary,  must  be  proved,  565. 

unless  adversary  claims  interest  under  it,  567. 
if  not  produced,  possession  by  adversary,  how  proved,  568. 

then  secondary  evidence  may  be  given,  568. 
admission  by  order  under  R.  G.  4  Will.  lY.,  571. 

under  15  and  16  Vict.  c.  76.     See  App. 
proof  by  enrolment,  573. 
proof  by  recital,  577. 

intrinsic  objection  will  not  preclude  the  reading,  578. 
the  whole  of  an  entire  document  to  be  read,  579. 
jury  to  judge  of  credit  due  to  whole  or  part,  583.     See  tit.  Parol  Evidence — 

Witnesses —  Written  Instrumenttf  ^c. 

INTEGRITY, 

of  witnesses,  observations  on,  820. 

INTENTION, 

presumptions  as  to,  71-75. 
from  conduct,  849. 

INTEREST, 

general  principle  of  exclusion  on  account  of,  23. 
nature  of  disqualifying  interest  formerly,  24,  118. 
objections  to  the  rule,  25. 
'  former  exceptions  to  it,  26-28. 
operation  of  the  excluding  principle,  29. 
in  the  result  of  the  verdict  or  judgment,  119. 
as  a  party,  ib. 

or  beneficially  interested,  ib, 
or  from  being  bound  to  abide  the  result,  ib. 
right  to  share  in  result  or  liability,  to  contribute,  1 20. 
liability  over,  121. 
agent,  ib, 
interest  in  record,  122. 

effect  of  3  and  4  Will.  lY.  c.  42,  upon,  124. 
Stat.  6  and  7  Yict.  c.  85,  provisions  of,  125. 
effect  of,  ib. 

general   rule   that   interested   person   incompetent,    abrogated   by  this 
statute,  126. 
exceptions  of  certain  persons  excluded  on  ground  of  interest,  and  not  rendered 
competent,  127. 
party  individually  named  in  record,  ib. 

co-defendant  who  had  suffered  judgment  by  default,  128. 
defendant  in  indictment  who  had  pleaded  guilty,  ib, 
party  who  had  ceased  to  be  interested,  129. 
against  whom  nolle  prosequi  had  been  entered,  ib, 
lessor  or  tenant  in  ejectment,  132. 

landlord  or  person  in  whose  right  cognizance  is  made,  133. 
person  in  whose  individual  behalf  action  brought  or  defended,  134. 
husband  or  wife  of  these  persons,  138. 

in  what  cases  these  persons  admissible  formerly,  127,  134,  138. 
stat.  14  and  15  Yict.  c.  99,  provisions  of,  140. 
effect  of  them,  140,  141,  142. 

repeals  exception  in  6  and  7  Yict.  c.  85,  ^ve  as  to  husbands  and  wives,  140. 
no  person  charged  with  an  indictable  offence,  or  one  punishable  on  sum- 
mary conviction,  competent  or  compellable  to  give  evidence  for  or 
against  himself,  ib, 
any  proceeding  in  consequence  of  adultery  or  any  action  for  breach  of 

promise  of  marriage  excepted,  141. 
husbands  and  wives  not  admissible  for  or  against  each  other  in  criminal 

cases,  140. 
nor  in  civil  cases,  if  interested,  142. 
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unless  both  be  parties  to  the  proceeding,  tft. 
whether  husband  or  wife  may  be  examined  if  adversary  do  not  object,  143. 
if  objection  made,  it  is  in  judge's  discretion  whether  he  will  allow  it  to 

be  withdrawn,  ib. 
on  what  objection  founded,  142. 

INTERPRETER, 

not  allowed  to  divulge  professional  communication  between   attorneju  and 
client,  40. 

INTERROGATORIES, 

witness  abroad  may  be  examined  on,  110. 

mode  of  procedure,  424,  426. 
where  lost,  434.     See  D^otitiom, 

INTRINSIC  OBJECTION, 

does  not  prevent  reading  of  deed,  678. 

INTRODUCTORY  MATTERS, 

evidence  admissible  as  to,  645. 

INVESTIGATION, 

process  of,  what  essential  to,  2,  3. 

IRELAND, 

law  in,  when  judicially  noticed,  737. 

documents  admissible  in,  without  proof  admissible  in  England,  App. 

IRRELEVANT  FACTS, 
not  evidence,  617. 

ISSUE, 

what  matters  in,  admitted  by  pleadings,  450,  639. 
where  several  Issues,  order  of  proof,  605,  616. 
what  sufficient  proof  of,  632. 

JACTITATION  SUIT, 
on  what  founded,  377. 
effect  of  judgment  in,  ib, 

JEWS, 

how  sworn,  30. 

marriage  of,  how  proved,  297,  n. 

entry  by  chief  rabbi  of,  of  circumcision  of  child,  not  evidence  as  to  age,  300, 498. 

JOURNALS, 

of  Houses  of  Parliament,  281. 

copies  of,  admissible  in  evidence,  282. 

JUDGMENT, 

principle  of  admissibility  of,  36,  316. 

for  what  purposes  offered  in  evidence,  316. 

evidence  by,  is  in  its  nature  presumptive  only,  3 18. 

admissible  to  prove  judgment,  &c.,  as  a  mere  fact,  317,  320. 

and  with  a  view  to  all  legal  consequences,  320. 
admissibility  of,  in  proof  of  facts  recited,  318. 

as  to  facts  of  a  private  nature,  319,  323. 

as  to  facts  between  the  same  parties,  323. 

or  those  who  claim  in  privity,  326,  327. 

heir  and  ancestor,  ih, 

executor  and  testator,  ib, 
verdict  for  one  in  remainder  against  another,  327. 

of  ouster  against  a  mayor  evidence  in  quo  warranto  against  one  admitted  by  him,  ib. 
sufficient  if  the  parties  be  substantially  the  same,  329. 
in  ejectment  the  law  notices  the  real  parties,  326,  329. 
evidence  against  one  who  might  have  been  a  party,  330. 
cannot  be  used  unless  the  benefit  to  be  derived  be  mutual,  331. 
in  civil  proceedings  not  evidence  in  criminal,  332. 
recovery  of,  when  a  bar,  333-335. 
identity  of  fact  to  be  proved,  333. 

not  essential  that  it  should  have  been  specially  put  in  issue,  336. 
party  sued  in  different  capacity  not  concluded  by,  337. 
nature  and  manner  of  the  a^udication,  tft. 
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mast  be  direct,  not  collateral,  ib, 

bat  collateral  adjudication  is  evidence  between  the  same  parties  if  issue 
be  joined  upon  it,  339. 
must  be  conclusive,  340. 

effect  of,  on  same  fact  for  same  purpose,  341,  365. 

conclusive  as  between  the  same  parties,  323,  342. 

provided  it  be  pleaded  as  an  estoppel,  342. 

if  not  so  pleaded,  jurj  maj  find  according  to  truth,  343. 

to  what,  the  rule  extends,  345. 
foreign,  when  conclusive,  346-354. 

impeachable  for  apparent  error,  354. 

how  far  examinable,  355. 
of  inferior  courts,  358,  368. 
effect  of,  to  prove  same  fact  for  different  purpose,  360. 

by  a  court  of  exclusive  jurisdiction,  ib. 

by  a  court  of  not  exclusive  jurisdiction,  ib. 
in  criminal  cases,  361-368. 

in  general  not  admissible  to  establish  a  particular  fact,  ib. 
acquittal  of  defendant  on  an  indictment  not  evidence  in  a  civil  proceeding,  ib. 

otherwise  when  a  defendant  pleads  that  he  is  guilty,  362. 
whether  conviction  on  indictment  for  bigamy  be  admissible  in  civil  action,  ib. 
verdict  in  a  criminal,  not  evidence  in  a  civil  case,  363. 
acquittal  or  conviction  in  a  criminal  proceeding,  365. 

when  pleaded  in  bar  of  a  second  prosecution,  366. 
acquittal  on  indictment  for  non-repair  of  road  inconclusive,  ib. 

but  a  conviction  would  be  conclusive,  unless  fraud  were  proved,  367. 
penal,  conclusive  as  to  all  legal  consequences,  ib, 

exception  in  a  case  of  principal  and  accessory,  ib. 
of  inferior  court  evidence  of  fact  of  adjudication,  368. 

and  as  to  all  legal  consequences,  ib, 
convictions  by  magistrates,  ib. 

sentences  by  visitors,  370. 
judgment  m  rem,  36,  420,  371-388. 

marriage,  371. 

bastardy,  ib. 

when  final,  372. 

reasons  for  this,  ib. 
of  the  Spiritual  Courts,  373. 

probate,  374. 

sentence  of  nullity  of  marriage,  375. 

of  deprivation,  t^. 

in  jactitation  suit,  375,  376. 
not  conclusive,  376. 
nor  evidence  but  inter  partes,  ib. 
of  condemnation  in  the  Exchequer,  378. 
by  commissioners  of  excise,  348,  379. 
by  commissioners  of  taxes,  ib. 
of  Courts  of  Admiralty,  380. 
of  foreign  courts,  ib. 

orders  of  justices  in  settlement  cases,  383. 
judgment  in  quo  warranto,  384. 
judgment  m  rem,  when  conclusive,  ib, 
against  one  not  a  party,  ib. 
impeachable  for  fraud,  ib. 
against  parties,  385. 
when  not  impeachable,  ib. 
effect  of,  in  proof  of  custom,  386. 

right  of  way,  ib. 

prescription,  ib. 

pedigree,  ib. 
when  conclusive,  387. 
judgment,  how  proved,  388. 

by  production  of  record  from  proper  depository,  ib. 


916  INDEX. 

JUDGMENT— Conimwcrf. 

bj  exemplification,  ib. 

by  sworn  or  admitted  copy,  ib. 
when  a  judgment  becomes  a  record,  ib, 
of  House  of  Lords  bow  proved,  389. 
verdict,  how  proved,  t^. 
decree  in  Chancery,  how  proved,  391. 
in  Spiritual  Court,  how  proved,  393. 

probate,  ib, 

letters  of  administration,  ib. 
by  ledger  books  of  Spiritual  Court,  ib. 

when  evidence,  ib. 

revocation  of  probate,  396. 
of  inferior  court,  how  proved,  ib. 
of  county  court,  how  proved,  397. 
of  court  baron,  ib. 
of  hundred  court,  ib. 
convictions  by  justices,  how  proved,  ib, 
award,  how  proved,  398. 
foreign  judgment,  how  proved,  399. 
judgment,  how  rebutted,  400. 

by  proof  that  it  is  null  and  void,  ib. 

that  it  was  fraudulent,  402. 

that  it  was  reversed,  403. 

JUDICIAL  DOCUMENTS, 
how  far  evidence,  97. 
when  conclusive,  318. 
kinds  of,  316. 

1.  judgments,  decrees,  and  verdicts,  316-403. 

2.  inquisitions,  depositions,  and  examinations,  404--435. 

3.  writs,  warrants,  pleadings,  &c.,  435-461.    See  tit.  Dq>ositioTU-^Inquintiotu 
— TnttrumenU  oj  Eoidence-—Judgmenta —  WriUy  ^e. 

JUDICIAL  NOTICE, 

of  what  matter  courts  will  take,  735-739. 

facts  according  to  the  course  of  nature,  735. 

general  customs  of  the  realm,  ib. 

contents  and  titles  of  public  Acts  of  Parliament,  ib. 

and  of  such  as  relate  to  trade  in  general,  ib. 

all  other  general  laws,  ib. 

privileges  of  the  royal  palaces,  ib. 

Ecclesiastical  and  Admiralty  laws,  ib. 

commencement  of  sessions  of  Parliament,  ib. 

place  of  holding  Parliament,  736. 

prorogation  of  Parliament,  ib. 

course  of  proceedings  in  Parliament,  t6. 

all  courts  of  general  jurisdiction  and  their  proceedings,  t6. 

the  Laws  of  Ireland,  737. 

Court  of  Chancery,  t^. 

other  courts  at  Westminster,  ib. 

County  Palatine  Courts,  ib, 

courts  in  Wales,  ib. 

Prerogative  Courts,  ib. 

what  courts  have  general  jurisdiction,  ib. 

limits  of  their  jurisdiction,  ib. 

record  of  its  own  court,  ib. 

number  of  days  in  a  month,  738. 

computation  of  time  by  the  calendar,  t&. 

fasts  and  festivals  in,  ib. 

period  of  terms,  ib. 
known  divisions  of  the  kingdom,  ib. 
royal  proclamation,  738. 
accession  and  demise  of  the  sovereign,  739. 
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seals  of  the  superior  Courts,  ib, 

of  the  Ecclesiastical  and  Admiralty  Courts,  ib, 

of  the  Courts  of  Bankruptcy  and  Insolrency,  ib, 

of  the  County  Courts,  ib. 

of  the  Stannaries  Courts,  ib, 

of  the  Board  of  Poor  Law  Commissioners,  ib, 

of  the  Record  Office,  ib, 

of  the  Register  of  Designs'  Office,  ib, 

of  the  Apothecaries'  Company,  ib, 

of  the  City  of  London,  ib, 
seals  given  by  Act  of  Parliament,  ib. 
the  sign  manual,  740. 
the  signatures  of  the  judges,  ib. 
meaning  of  English  words,  ib. 
terms  of  art,  ib. 
legal  weights  and  measures,  ib, 
money,  ib. 

ordinary  admeasurement  of  time.  ib. 
but  the  courts  will  not  notice  judicially  peculiarities  of  tenures,  736. 

nor  particular  local  customs,  ib. 

nor  the  mere  practice  of  other  courts,  ib. 

nor  the  nature  and  extent  of  jurisdiction  of  inferior  courts,  737. 

nor  any  particular  jurisdiction,  ib. 

nor  of  a  particular  liberty,  ib. 

nor  of  the  cinque  ports,  i6. 

nor  foreign  laws,  A. 

nor  laws  of  Scotland,  ib. 

nor  laws  of  the  colonies,  ib. 

nor  the  seal  of  foreign  courts,  ib. 

nor  the  hours,  as  the  time  of  sunset,  738. 

nor  the  local  situation  of  places  in  counties,  ib. 

nor  the  distance  of  counties  from  each  other,  ib. 

nor  that  a  place  is  in  a  particular  county,  ib. 

nor  that  a  town  is  in  a  particular  diocese,  ib. 

nor  that  Dublin,  mentioned  in  a  bill  of  exchange,  is  in  Ireland,  ib. 

nor  the  seals  of  inferior  courts,  unless  required  by  statute,  740. 

nor  the  seal  of  the  sheriff,  ib. 

nor  the  seals  of  other  corporations  than  London,  ib. 

nor  the  stamp  of  a  judge's  order,  ib, 

JURATA  PATRI^, 

of  Glanrille  and  Bracton,  7,  n, 

JURY, 

origin  of  trials  by,  5-8. 

advantages  derived  A*om  institution  of,  6,  10,  813. 

formerly  returnable  from  the  vicinage,  6,  69. 

and  acted  in  double  capacity  of  witnesses  and  jurors,  7. 
duties  of,  7,  10,  811. 
must  judge  of  facts  by  means  of  their  own  experience,  9,  10. 

but  rely  for  facts  upon  the  information  of  others,  16,  816. 
on  what  grounds  of  relief  they  must  depend,  17. 
how  to  decide  on  questions  of  skill,  96. 

to  judge  of  credit  due  to  whole  or  any  part  of  the  evidence,  583. 
fitness  of,  for  investigating  facts,  8. 
duty  of,  in  finding  a  general  verdict,  11,  767,  817. 
at  liberty  to  find  a  special  verdict,  765. 
must  find  facts,  not  evidence,  ib. 
are  the  legal  judges  as  to  probabilities,  8  2. 
how  far  limited  by  rules  of  law,  814. 
bound  by  all  legal  presumptions,  816. 
must  decide  on  evidence,  not  on  private  knowledge,  ib. 
not  bound  by  estoppels,  816. 
mistake  of,  ground  for  new  trial,  802. 
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charging,  practice  as  lo,  810. 

JUSTICE  OP  THE  PEACE, 

depositions  before,  when  evidence,  38,  410,  416. 
conyictions  bj,  effect  of,  368,  397. 

KING, 

proclamation  of,  what  it  prores,  279. 
sign  manual  of,  effect  of,  293,  294. 
judicially  noticed,  740. 

LATENT  AMBIGUITY, 

may  be  removed  by  extrinsic  evidence,  652.    See  tit.  Evidence. 

LAW, 

presumptions  of,  741,  747. 

questions  of,  to  be  decided  by  the  court,  764. 

foreign,  how  proved,  175. 

LAW  AND  FACT, 

comprised  in  every  issue,  3. 

distinctions  between,  767. 

in  questions  of  general  technical  inferences,  770. 

of  reasonable  time,  probable  cause,  Ac,  768-781. 

when  the  conclusion  in  law  depends  on  the  conclusion  in  fact,  772. 

grounds  of  decision  in  absence  of  legal  rules,  776. 

mixed  questions  of,  in  cases  of  fraud,  784.1 

malice,  785. 

negligence,  ib. 

reputed  ownership,  786. 

written  instruments,  ib. 

LAWS, 

provisions  of,  1 

are  either  preventive  or  remedial,  2. 

LEADING  QUESTIONS, 
rule  as  to,  166. 

in  general  are  not  allowed,  ib, 
when  allowed,  167-172. 
where  witnesses  evidently  wishes  to  conceal  the  truth,  ib. 

or  is  of  necessity  adverse,  ib. 

or  called  to  contradict  former  witness,  ib. 
may  be  put  on  cross-examination,  197.    See  tit.  Witness. 

LEGAL  EFB'EOT, 

praof  according  to,  where  sufficient,  632. 

LEGAL  PRESUxMPTIONS, 

nature  and  effect  of,  741,  747,  775. 

LETTERS, 

when  admissible,  95,  485,  581. 

date  of,  primA  facie  evidence  of  the  time  when  written,  758. 

except  of  wife  in  case  of  crim.  con.y  759. 
secondary  evidence  of,  547. 

evidence  against  parties,  without  producing  those  to  which  they  are  answers,581. 
receipt  of,  evidence  of,  76,  552. 
meaning  of,  to  be  ascertained  by  jury  when,  730. 

LETTERS  PATENT, 

secondary  evidence  of,  545. 

LICENSE, 

ancient,  to  fish  admissible,  94. 

under  the  sign  manual,  293. 

in  general,  not  evidence  of  matter  of  fact,  294. 

of  the  Pope,  effect  of,  ib. 

whether  copy  admissible,  t&. 
Arom  the  Crown,  secondary  evidence  of,  648. 
from  governor  of  a  colony,  t6. 
to  trade  with  enemy,  537. 
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LIFE, 

presumption  of,  76.. 

LOG-BOOK,  / 

of  man-of-war,  admissibilitj  of,  305. 

LONDON, 

books  of  cMj  of,  proof  of,  269. 

seal  of  corporation  of,  judicially  noticed,  740. 

customs  of,  must  be  certified  to  the  courts,  736. 

LORDS,  HOUSE  OF, 

journals  of,  of  what  eyidence,  281. 
judgment  of,  how  proved,  282,  389. 
jouruals  of,  copy  of,  printed  by  printer  to  Queen  or  House,  sufficient,  382. 

LOST  INSTRUMENT, 
proof  of  loss,  530. 

search  for,  531,  540. 

execution  of,  541. 
secondary  evidence  of,  542.    See  Irutrumenta  of  Evidence, 

LUNACY, 

inquisitions  of,  admissibility  of,  379. 

proof  of  temporary,  renders  deposition  admissible,  410. 

LUNATIC, 

competency  of,  as  a  witness,  114,  410,  512,  n. 
depositions  of  temporary,  admissible,  410,  n. 

MAGNITUDE, 

variance  ftrom  allegation  of,  effect  of,  626,  630. 

MALICE, 

when  a  question  of  law,  785. 

when  fact  of,  ib. 
collateral  facts  admissible  to  prove,  621. 

MANNER, 

of  giving  testimony,  observations  on,  822.    See  tit.  Witness. 

MAN-OF-WAR, 

log-book  of,  admissibility  of,  305. 

MANOR, 

custom  of,  proof  of,  by  reputation,  47. 
boundary  of,  how  proved,  49,  63. 
whether  of  ancient  demesne,  how  proved,  284. 
proof  of,  by  ancient  surveys,  287. 

MAP, 

ancient,  when  evidence,  284-288. 

of  private  estate,  when  admissible,  472.    See  tit.  Surveys. 

MARRIAGE, 

proof  of,  297. 

statutes  relating  to  registration,  of, 

26  Geo.  II.  c.  33,  ib. 

52  Geo.  III.  c.  146,  ib. 

4  Geo.  IV.  c.  76,  297. 

6  &  7  Will.  IV.  c.  86,  ib. 

3  &  4  Vict.  c.  92,  300. 
sentence  of  Ecclesiastical  Court  as  to,  effect  of,  371. 
nullity  of,  seutence  of,  when  conclusive,  375. 
jactitation  of,  sentence  in  suit  for,  not  conclusive,  ib. 

nor  evidence,  except  inter  p<trtesy  ib. 
divorce,  sentence  of,  when  admissible,  393. 
alimony,  decree  for,  when  admissible,  ib. 

MARTIAL,  COURT, 

sentence  of,  effect  of,  371,  n. 

attendance  of  witnesses  at,  109.    See  Court  Martial. 

MEASURE  OF  EVIDENCE, 

interference  by  law,  as  to,  733. 
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MEDIATE  EVIDENCE, 
kinds  of,  43,  53. 

confession  by  party,  50. 

declaration  accompanying  act,  51. 

principle  of  admission,  51,  55,  61. 
mediate  secondary  evidence,  53. 

generally  excluded,  and  why,  55,  61. 

in  what  cases  admissible,  61.    See  Evidence — TrutrummU  of  Evidence. 

MEMORANDUM, 

may  be  referred  to,  to  refresh  memory,  177. 

and  used,  although  witness  has  no  recollection  of  the  facts,  178. 
need  not  be  contemporary  with  the  fact,  179. 

nor  written  by  the  witness  himself,  180. 
must  be  the  best  evidence  the  case  admits  of,  182. 
mere  copy  of  a  writing  not  admissible,  ib. 

nor  of  a  memorandum,  except  original  lost,  183. 
opposite  counsel  may  inspect  and  cross-examine  upon,  184. 
where  witness  has  no  recollection  independently  of  the  writing,  it  must  be  pro- 
duced, ib. 

MEMORY  OF  WITNESS, 
may  be  refreshed,  177. 

how,  177-184.     See  tit.  Memorandum. 

MERCANTILE  CONTRACT, 

parol  evidence  to  explain  written,  admissibility  of,  701-710.   See  tit.  Parol  Evi" 
dence. 

MERE  LAW, 

presumption  of,  747. 

MIDWIFE, 

entry  by,  admissibility  of,  65,  475.     See  tit.  Hearaay. 

MINISTER, 

not  privileged  to  withhold  confidential  commaoication,  40. 

MIRACLE, 

Mr.  Hume's  doctrine  on  the  subject  considered,  833,  n. 

MISDIRECTION, 

effect  of,  and  of  waiver  of,  801. 

MISTAKE, 

instrument,  may  be  explained  by  parol  evidence,  when,  675. 

MODUS, 

evidence  of,  49.     See  lit.  TUkee. 

MORAVIAN, 

affirmation  of,  allowed,  32,  n. 

MUNICIPAL  LAW, 
objects  of,  1.       * 
provisions  of,  2. 

MUTINY  ACT, 

examination  under,  295,  n 

MUTUALITY, 

when  essential  to  admissibility  of  evidence,  321.    See  tit.  Evidence. 

NAVY  OFFICE, 

register  of,  when  evidence,  305. 

NEGATIVE  EVIDENCE, 

proof  of,  on  whom  incumbent,  588-690. 

NEGLIGENCE, 

a  question  of  fact,  785. 

NEW  TRIAL, 

grounds  for,  11,  799, 

misdirection  of  judge,  799. 
rejection  of  evidence,  800. 
admission  of  improper  evidence,  ti6. 
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NEW  TmAL.^Continued. 

mistake  of  jury,  802. 
ezcessiTe  damages,  804. 
after  acquittal,  805. 

NONSUIT, 

practice  as  to,  806-810. 

NOTICE,  JUDICIAL, 

of  what  matters^  taken,  735-739.     See  tit.  Judicial  NbUee. 

NOTICE  TO  PRODUCE, 
when  necessary,  554. 
time  of  giving,  555. 
mode  of  giving,  557,  559. 
from  of,  559. 

service  of,  may  be  proved  by  affidayit,  App. 
insnfficient,  effect  of,  113. 
when  unnecessary,  561-564.    See  tit.  Iiuirumentt  of  Evidence, 

NUMBER, 

variance  from  allegation  of,  effect  of,  627. 
of  witnesses,  observations  as  to,  827. 

eflfect  of,  in  measuring  force  of  testimony,  828. 

OATH, 

obligation  of,  one  great  test  of  truth,  22,  29.  ' 

who  may  take,  29. 

in  what  it  consists,  29. 

form  of,  30. 

by  Jew,  ib. 

by  Turk,  ib, 

by  Scotch  Covenanter,  31. 

by  Oentoo,  t6.,  n. 
must  be  that  which  the  witness  holds  to  be  most  binding,  30,  31,  n. 
rank  or  age  does  not  exempt  from  taking,  33. 
must  be  judicial,  31. 

and  administered  in  open  court,  ib. 
persons  exempted  from  taking,  29,  32. 

OBJECTION, 

to  admissibility  of  witness,  when  and  how  to  be  taken,  113.    See  tit.  WUneee. 

OFFICE  COPY, 

when  admissible  in  evidence,  260-265. 

of  depositions^  295.    See  tit.  Co^y — ItutrumenU  of  Evidence, 

OFFICER,  PUBLIC, 

entry  by  deputy  of,  when  admissible,  467. 

OFFICIAL  COMMUNICATIONS, 

when  excluded  on  grounds  of  state  policy,  41,  191.  , 

when  admissible,  42. 

OMISSION, 

to  produce  evidence,  presumption  from,  75. 

to  plead  matter,  effect  of,  342,  n. 

to  traverseiallegations  in  pleadings,  effiect  of,  451. 

OfifNIA  RITE  ESSE  ACTA, 
a  legal  presumption,  757. 

ONUS  PROBANDI, 

general  rule  as  to,  585. 

lies  on  the  party  who  alleges  the  affirmative,  ib, 

or  who  has  peculiar  means  of  knowledge,  589,  590. 
but  not  where  the  negative  involves  a  criminal  omission,  593. 
when  the  law  presumes  the  affirmative,  ib, 
on  issue  in  plea  in  abatement,  599. 
on  appeals  in  orders  of  removal,  bastardy,  and  poor's  rate,  595.  See  tit.  Evidence, 

OPINIONS, 

on  questions  of  skill  and  judgment,  admissibility  of,  96. 
when  inadmissible,  176.    See  tit.  Evidence, 

53 
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ORAL  EVIDENCE, 

priority  of,  consideration  of,  102. 

of  written  contract,  when  excluded,  731. 

to  varj,  &c.,  written  contract,  when  admissible,  648.     See  tit.  Parol  JEvidenei, 

ORDEAL, 

abolition  of  trial  by,  effect  on  trial  by  jary,  7. 
origin  of,  13. 

ORDER, 

of  judge,  proof  of,  449. 

of  justices  of  assize,  proof  of,  t^. 

ORDER  OF  PROOF— See  Onut  Probandu 
right  to  begin,  595-602. 
in  case  of  several  issues,  605,  616. 

ORDINARY, 

certificate  by,  effect  of,  373. 

OVERSEER, 

books  of  rates  to  be  kept  by,  304. 

register  of  parish  apprentices,  to  be  kept  by,  t^. 

entries  by,  admissibility  of,  480. 

OWNERSHIP, 

acts  of,  effect  of,  470. 

PARISH, 

register,  when  evidence,  296. 

proof  of,  302. 
books  of,  when  evidence,  303. 
boundary  of,  evidence  of,  50,  283.     See  tit.  Boundary, 

PARLIAMENT, 

rolls  of,  admissibility  of,  97. 

member  of,  not  examinable  as  to  what  has  passed  in,  193. 

public  acts  of.  proof  of,  273. 

private,  276. 
recitals  in  acts  of,  278. 
journals  of,  evidence  of,  281. 
book  of,  entries  in,  295. 
prorogation  of,  judicial  notice  of,  736. 

PAROL  EVIDENCE, 

independent  force  and  effect  of,  716. 

general  rule  respecting,  728. 

when  admissible  in  conjunction  with  written,  728,  730. 

with  reference  to  written,  648. 
not  admissible  to  supersede  written  instrument,  649. 

to  supply  a  defect,  &c.,  ib, 

nor  to  remove  apparent  ambiguity,  653. 

nor  to  contradict  or  vary  written  instrument,  648,  655. 

nor  to  extend  or  limit  terms  of  written  agreement,  657.  • 

nor  to  alter  legal  operation  of  agreement,  666. 

nor  to  alter  terms  of  will,  668. 

nor  to  explain  intention  of  testator,  ib, 

nor  to  vary  legal  construction  of  will,  ib, 
but  admissible  to  disprove  instrument  in  case  of  fn^ud,  671,  672. 

by  showing  its  illegality,  674. 

to  prove  mistake,  675. 

to  discbarge  a  written  instrument,  678. 

in  aid  of  written  evidence,  ib. 

to  establish  it  or  apply  its  terms,  679. 

to  remove  latent  ambiguity,  652,  679. 

to  show  whether  parcel  or  not,  694. 

to  explain  ancient  charters,  695-700. 

but  not  when  the  language  is  plain,  698. 

to  explain  mercantile  contracts,  701-710. 

to  annex  customary  incidents,  710. 

to  rebut  a  presumption,  712. 
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PAROL  EYIDE^CE— Continued, 

whether  admissible  to  explain  private  deeds,  700. 

to  show  the  state  and  circumstances  of  a  testator,  716. 

to  determine  the  meaning  of  his  words,  716. 
when  written  evidence  has  operation  exclusive  of,  717. 

matters  of  record,  ib. 
when  not,  718. 
collateral  memorials,  ib. 
when  inconclusive  inter  parteSj  720-725. 

when  against  strangers,  725. 
when  conclusive,  726.    See  tit.  Evidence — ffeartay. 

PARTIAL  PROOF, 

when  sufficient,  626. 
when  insufficient,  628. 

PARTIES, 

admissible  as  witnesses,  127,  139. 

admissions  bj,  50,  85,  459,  505. 

when  judgement  admissible  between,  319,  323. 

when  judgment  in  rem  conclusive  against,  385. 

identitjr  of,  proof  of,  324. 

claiming  in  privitj,  326. 

mutuality  of,  331. 

depositions  a£fecting,  412. 

what  facts  conclusive  between,  720.    See  tit.  Interest — Judgments. 

PARTNERSHIP, 

presumption  of  continuance  of,  76. 
notice  of  dissolution  of,  280. 

PARTY, 

to  suit  how  competent  and  compellable  to  give  evidence  (14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99), 

140,  App. 
husband  and  wife  of,  not  admissible  as  a  witness,  142. 

unless  also  a  party  to  the  suit,  ib, 
admissions  by,  effect  of,  50,  85,  459. 

good  evidence  of  contents  of  writing,  505. 
declarations  by,  against  his  interest,  64. 
entries  by,- 64,  474. 
when  bound  by  judgment,  385. 
not  allowed  to  discredit  his  own  witness,  244. 

but  in  some  cases  to  contradict  him,  235,  244-251. 

PEDIGREE, 

admissibility  of  declarations  of  relations  in  proof  of,  45,  62,  63,  188. 

pott  litem  motam^  190. 

of  reputation,  traditionary  evidence  respecting,  45,  190. 
mere  extract  f^om  records  of  Herald's  College  not  admissible,  312. 
proof  of,  by  special  verdict,  387. 
not  provable  by  bill  in  Chancery,  439. 
when  depositions  are  evidence  of,  »6.  ft. 

PEER, 

cannot  give  evidence  without  being  sworn,  33. 
writ  of  summons  to,  proof  of.  282. 

PERAMBULATION.     See  Boundary, 
when  evidence  of  boundary,  50. 

PHYSICIAN, 

not  allowed  to  withhold  confidential  communication  by  patient,  40. 

PLACE  OF  DEPOSIT, 

what  to  be  considered  a  proper,  for  ancient  document,  291,  524.     See  tit.  An-' 
dent  Instrumentt — J?eedty  j*6. 

PLEADINGS, 

necessity  for,  2. 
office  of,  3. 
admissibility  of,  449. 
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PLEADINGS— Cowft'fiwrf. 

allegations  in  one  count,  not  adraiBsioiiB  for  different  pnrposefl,  450. 
admissions  in,  effect  of,  450,  63&. 
what  admitted  bj,  451,  641. 

POLICY  OP  INSURANCE, 
proof  of  loss  of,  53*7. 

POLICY,  PUBLIC, 

exelnsion  of  evidence  on  grounds  of,  39, 112,  102. 
in  the  case  of  husband  and  wife,  39,  141,  142. 
proceedings  before  the  grand  jurj,  193. 
confidential  communications,  40. 
official  commnnications,  42,  192. 
evidenee  respecting  map  of  the  Tower,  t6. 
minutes  taken  before  the  priTj  council,  42. 

POLL  BOOKS, 

admissibility  of,  in  eTidence,  308. 
may  be  proved  by  sworn  copy^  269. 

POPE,  THE 

admissibility  of  boll  of,  294. 
license  of,  ib, 

PORTS, 

ancient  survey  of,  eyidence  by^  285. 

POSITIVE  TESTIMONY, 

effect  of,  as  compared  with  negative,  867^ 

comparison  of,  with  circumstances,  872,    See  tit.  Eoidemff,   ' 

POST, 

sending  letter  by,  presumption  from,  75,  552. 

POSTEA 

when  evidence  without  the  judgment,  390,  n, 
production  of,  is  proof  of  trial,  430. 

POST  LITEM  MOTAM, 

objection  of,  to  hearsay  evidence,  190,  421. 

POWER  OF  ATTORNEY, 

proof  of  ezecution  of  deed  under,  510. 

PRACTICE, 

upon  trial  of  an  action,  58&. 
order  of  proof,  595. 
arguments  of  counsel,  610. 

PREPONDERANCE, 

of  evidence,  when  sufficient,  818.     See  tit.  Evidence, 

PRESUMPTIONS, 

general  observations  on,  77. 

definition  of,  80. 

necessity  for  recourse  to,  46,  70. 

fooadation  of,  as  to  motives,  ib, 

kinds  of,  742. 

legal,  need  not  be  proved,  741. 

artificial,  100,  742. 

immediate  and  mediate,  744. 

of  mere  law,  747. 

conclusive  and  inconclusive,  748. 

nature  of  artificial  and  conclusive,  i6. 

of  artificial  but  inclusive,  ib. 
of  law  and  fact,  101,  749. 
DatnraT,  751. 

in  flavor  of  innocence,  75,  753. 
omnia  riU  eeae  acta,  757. 
from  length  of  time,  74,  521. 
of  continuance,  76,  760. 
from  conduct,  71,  762. 
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PRESUMPTION— Cofrfwitf^rf. 

common  experience,  ib. 

course  of  dealing,  75,  763. 
as  to  intention,  70,  849. 
from  reputation,  46. 

that  a  man  will  consult  his  own  interests,  845. 
as  to  execution  of  instrument,  521,  570. 

arising  from  instrument  may  be  rebutted  by  parol  evidence,  when,  712. 
what,  noticed  by  the  courts,  735.     See  tit.  Judicial  Notice, 

PRESUMPTIVE  EVIDENCE, 
definition  of,  741. 
includes  all  evidence  which  is  not  positive  and  direct,  ib.    See  tit.  Evidence, 

PRIMA  FACIE  EVIDENCE, 

distinguished  from  conclusive,  819. 

plaintiff  must  adduce  some,  in  support  of  every  essential  allegation,  735. 

PRINCIPAL, 

guilt  of,  may  be  controverted  by  accessory,  367,  385. 
conviction  of,  not  conclusive  against  accessory,  72(;. 

PRINCIPLES  OF  EVIDENCE, 

general  division  of,  15.    See  tit.  Evidence, 

PRISON, 

books,  admissibility  of,  308. 

PRISONERS, 

witnesses  for,  formerly  not  sworn;  14,  106. 

but  are  now  to  be  sworn,  33. 
attendance  of,  as  witnesses,  how  procured,  104. 
witnesses  for,  attendance  of,  how  procured,  106. 

PRIVATE  WRITINGS, 

operation  in  evidence  of,  458,  498. 

construction  of,  700.    See  tit.  Inatrumentt  of  Evidence. 

PRIVILEGED  COMMUNICATIONS, 

what  are,  and  rule  respecting,  40,  193. 

PRIVITY, 

of  the  party  to  be  aflfected  by  document,  when  necessary,  310,  324,  443. 

PROBABILITY, 

from  coincidence  of  independent  circumstances,  853.    See  tit.  Evidence. 

PROBABLE  CAUSE, 

evidence  as  to  existence  of,  781. 
question  of,  is  one  of  law,  782. 

PROBATE, 

provable  by  copy,  269,  395. 

when  conclusive  evidence,  339,  374. 

when  not  conclusive,  339. 

when  it  does  not  rebut  forgery,  ih, 

PROBATIO  INARTIFICIALIS, 
of  the  Roman  law,  611. 

PROCLAMATION, 

public,  what  evidence  of,  279. 

PRODUCE,  NOTICE  TO, 

on  whom  and  when  to  be  served,  554. 

what  sufficient,  557,  559. 

when  unnecessary,  561. 

service  of,  may  be  proved  by  affidavit,  App. 

PRODUCTION, 

of  documents,  by  third  person,  how  enforced,  110-113. 
when  essential  to  proof  of,  449. 
where  impossible,  540. 

cannot  be  eyaded  by  transfer  after  notice,  553. 
by  party,  how  enforced  to  inspect,  and  stamp,  App. 
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PROOF, 

definition  of,  12. 

on  whom  incumbent,  585. 

general  division  of,  584. 

partial,  626. 

order  of,  605. 

to  be  confined  to  the  issne,  617.    See  tit.  Evidence. 

PROTECTION  OF  WITNESS, 
from  arrest,  113. 
from  self- crimination,  41,  204.    See  tit.  WitneiM, 

PROTESTATION, 

in  pleading,  effect  of,  451. 

PUBLIC  ACTS, 

of  the  crown,  admissibilitj  of,  283. 

of  parliament,  judiciallj  noticed,  274.    See  tit.  Aeie  of  Ptrrliameni. 

PUBLIC  DOCUMENTS, 
kinds  of,  255-^16. 
proof  of,  296-316. 
Stat.  8  &  9  Yict.  c.  113,  296.     See  tit.  Inetrwnente  of  Evidence. 

PUBLIC  HISTORIES, 

admissibility  of,  d7,  314. 

QUAKERS, 

affirmation  by,  32. 

QUALITY  OF  EVIDENCE, 

general  rule  that  the  best  must  be  adduced,  641. 
nature  of  the  rule,  643. 
when  it  applies,  644. 
exceptions  to  it,  647. 

QUANTITY  OP  EVIDENCE, 

obserTations  on,  733.     See  tit.  Evidence.  . 

QUEEN'S  BENCH, 

books  in  prison  of,  308. 

in  master's  office  of,  309. 

QUEEN'S  CASE,  THE, 

references  to,  216,  232,  238. 

QUO  WARRANTO. 

effect  of  judgment  upon,  384. 

RATES, 

copies  of,  where  to  be  kept,  304. 

READING, 

of  documents,  rules  as  to,  579,  583, 

REASONABLE  TIME, 

whether  question  of  law  or  fact,  768. 
instances,  768-776. 

RECITAL, 

of  facts,  observations  on,  91. 

in  Act  of  Parliament,  when  evidence,  278. 

in  deed,  eflfect  of,  577. 

of  authority  in  instrument,  effect  of,  583. 

RECORD, 

admissibility  of,  97. 
proof  of,  257. 

by  production,  ib. 

by  exemplification,  ib. 

by  copy  by  authorized  officer,  ib. 

by  office  or  examined  copy,  ib. 

how  proved  when  lost,  271. 

when  conclusive,  98. 

when  it  operates  as  an  estoppel,  365. 
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RECORD— Cowftnwrf. 
how  impeached,  400. 
necessity  for,  625.     See  tit.  InttrumenU  of  Evidence,  * 

RECORD  OFFICE, 

established  under  1  i^  2  Vict.  c.  94,  255. 
copies  under  seal  of,  admissible,  256  n.,  263  n. 

RECTOR, 

entry  by,  of  receipt  of  tithes,  admissibility  of,  476. 

REDUNDANCY, 

of  proof,  eflfect  of,  632.     See  tit.  Evidence. 

RE-EXAMINATION, 
of  witness,  230. 

what  questions  may  be  asked  on,  231-236.     See  tit.  Witnete, 

REFRESHING  MEMORY, 

means  allowable  for,  177-184.    See  tit.  Memory — Memorandum, 

REGISTERS, 

public,  are  eyidence,  296. 

of  births,  marriages,  &c.,  297. 

sUt  3  &  4  Yict.  c.  92,  300. 

what  evidence  of,  under  the  statute^  301. 
of  foreign  marriages,  300. 

Stat.  12  &  13  Yict.  c.  68,  302. 
of  Fleet  Prison,  299. 
of  dissenting  congregation,  300. 
not  evidence  of  identity,  299. 

nor  of  marriage,  ib. 
of  place  of  birth,  when,  ib, 
entry  in,  how  proved,  302. 
of  a  bishop,  309. 
of  parish,  303. 
of  navy  office,  305. 
of  ship,  310. 
proof  of,  by  copy,  269. 
declaration  of  loss  of,  admissibility  of,  535.  See  tit.  Birth — Burial — Marriage,  j-e. 

REMOYAL,  &o.,  ORDERS  OF, 

conclusive  as  to  facts  stated,  383. 

REPLEYIN, 

wife  of  landlord  in,  when  admissible,  133.     See  Inter eet, 

REPLY, 

evidence  in,  608. 
right  to,  609. 

REPOSITORY, 

of  ancient  instruments,  proof  as  to,  291,  524.    See  Andent  Inatrumenle. 

REPRISALS, 

proof  of  proclamation  for,  279. 

REPUTATION, 

general  principles  of  admissibility  of  evidence  of,  43,  191. 
on  what  questions  admissible,  47,  186. 

character,  44,  75. 

pedigree,  45,  62,  n.,  188,  190. 

rights  of  common,  48,  187. 

boundary,  49,  186. 

modus,  49. 

customary  rights,  187,  386. 

tithes,  tolls,  Ac,  188. 

highways,  188. 
essentials  to  its  reception,  ih, 
facts  to  be  proved  must  be  of  public  nature,  47. 

must  be  general,  49. 

must  be  supported  by  proof  of  enjoyment,  50. 
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REPUTATION— Cofitfnttcrf. 

inadmissible  to  prove  a  private  prescription^  48. 
deposited  when  admissible  as,  422.    See  tit.  Htartay, 

REPUTED  OWNERSHIP, 

rather  a  question  of  fact  than  of  law,  786. 

RES  0ESTJ3, 

in  general  evidence  for  jary,  78. 

admissibility  of  declarations  and. acts  as  part  of,  89.    See  tit.  JEvidenee. 

RES  INTER  ALIOS  ACT.E, 

evidence  of,  inadmissible,  36. 
principles  of  the  rule,  81. 

effect  of  the  rule,  81,  85. 
does  not  exclude  admissions  or  acts  of  party^  85. 

nor  entry  by  dead  party  against  his  interest,  64,  474. 

nor  operations  of  general  laws  nor  customs,  ib, 

nor  facts  which  have  a  legal  operation  on  the  question,  ib. 

nor  memoranda  nor  declaration  which  on  other  grounds  are  evidence,  86. 
when  admissible,  as  evidence  of  reputation,  ib. 

as  part  of  the  res  gettm^  ib. 

as  collateral  facts,  90. 
judgment  on  quo  warranto ^  when  evidence,  384.     See  tit.  Evidence. 

RETURN, 

by  sheriff,  effect  of,  437.     , 

RIGHT, 

legal  acceptance  of  the  term,  1,  n. 
popular  acceptation  of  it,  ib, 

RIGHT  TO  BEGIN, 

rules  as  to,  596,  605. 

ROMAN  LAW, 

provisions  of,  as  to  pleading,  4,  5. 

RULES  OP  COURT, 
admissibility  of,  449. 

SCOTLAND, 

effect  of  judgment  in  courts  of,  346,  402. 

SEAL, 

exemplifications  under,  proof  by,  258. 

of  public  corporate  body,  proof  of,  457. 

admission  under,  effect  of,  459. 

to  deed,  proof  of,  509. 

of  what,  judicial  notice  is  taken,  739. 

of  what,  not,  740. 

SEAMAN, 

death  of,  proof  of,  305. 

attendance  of,  as  witness,  how  procured,  105. 

SEARCH, 

for  lost  instrument,  evidence  of,  531-540. 

SECONDARY  EVIDENCE, 

principle  of  admissibility,  53. 

of  exclusion,  39,  56. 
no  degrees  of,  544. 
when  admissible,  61. 

depositions,  ib. 

traditionary  evidence,  62. 

declarations  and  entries,  64. 

entries  by  strangers,  463. 

presumptions,  70. 

circumstantial  evidence,  77,  80. 

hearsay,  185,  191. 

reputation,  186. 
of  written  instruments,  542. 
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SECONDARY  EYlDEJfCE^Contmued. 
of  lost  instruments,  545. 
of  a  deed,  examined  copy  of  a  registry  by,  ib.j  n, 

of  endowments,  by  chartalary  of  an  abbey,  546,  549. 

of  modus,  549. 

of  grant,  ib. 

of  will,  by  copy  from  prerogative  office,  547. 

of  settlement,  by  old  attested  copy,  ib. 

of  manorial  customs,  by  copy  of  old  decree,  ib. 

of  letter,  by  entry  in  clerk's  letter-book,  ib. 

of  license  from  the  Grown,  by  Secretary  of  State's  registry,  ib, 

of  marriage  articles,  by  recitals  in  case  submitted  to  counsel,  550. 

of  grant,  by  ancient  parchment  produced  by  adversary,  ib. 

of  assignment  before  entered  of  record,  ib. 

of  instruments  in  possession  of  adversary,  551-571.  . 

or  persons  in  privity  with  him,  553. 

after  notice  to  produce,  554.    See  tit.  Notice  to  Product. 
of  instruments,  by  admissions,  571. 

by  enrolment,  573. 

by  recital,  577. 
how  it  diflfers  from  defective,  731.    See  tit.  Evidence — Inetrumente  o/JEtndence. 

SECRETARY, 

of  State,  book  of,  provable  by  copy,  270. 
of  bankrupts,  book  of,  admissibility  of,  310. 

SENSE, 

of  written  instruments  not  to  be  altered  by  parol  evidence,  463.    See  tit.  Parol 
Evidence. 

SENTENCE, 

of  expulsion  from  college,  proof  of,  371. 

of  deprivation  by  visitor,  A. 

of  Spiritual  Courts,  admissibility  and  eflfect  of,  373,  393,  417. 

SEPARATE  EXAMINATION, 

of  witnesses,  when  allowed,  199.    See  tit.  Witneee. 

SESSIONS, 

orders  of,  effect  and  proof  of,  383. 

SHERIFF, 

return  by,  effect  of,  437. 

SHIP, 

registry  of,  when  evidence,  310. 
books  of,  305,  310. 

SIGN  MANUAL, 

of  king,  certificate  under,  293,  294. 
noticed  judicially,  740. 

SKILL  AND  JUDGMENT, 

evidence  on  questions  of,  96,  173.    See  tit.  Evidence — Witnete. 

SPECIAL  PLEADINGS, 
object  of,  2,  3. 
admissibility  of,  449. 
admissions  in,  450,  639. 

SPECIAL  VERDICT, 

conclusive  as  to  facts  of  the  case,  11. 
should  find  facts,  not  evidence  merely,  765. 

SPIRITUAL  COURT, 
jurisdiction  of,  37. 

sentences  of,  admissibility  of  and  effect  of,  373,  393. 
depositions  taken  in,  417. 

STAGE  COACH,     > 

proof  of  ownership  of,  311. 

STAMP, 

proper,  essential  to  admissibility  of  instruments,  503. 
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STATE,  ACTS  OF, 
proof  of,  279,  281. 

STATUTE, 

public,  requires  no  proof,  274. 

private,  must  be  proved,  276. 

copy  by  Queen's  printer  to  be  judicially  noticed,  278. 

recital  in,  effect  of,  ib.    See  tit.  Act  of  Parliament, 

STATUTES, 

6  &  7  Vict.,  c.  86,  26,  125,  App. 

14  &  15  Vict.,  c.  99,  26,  135,  App. 

15  &  16  Vict.,  c.  76,  s.  117,  118,  119,  222,  App. 

STEWARD, 

entries  by,  against  his  interest,  admissibility  of,  65,  474,  479,  481.     See  tit. 
Entries. 

STRANGERS, 

declarations  by,  excluded,  81,  463. 
acts  of,  excluded,  82. 

effect  of  the  rule,  84.     See  tit.  Res  inter  alioa  acta, 

SUBPCENA, 

writ  of  103.     See  tit.  Witness, 

SUBPCENA  DUCES  TECUM, 
writ  of,  110. 

what  must  be  produced  under,  ib, 
witness  not  compelled  to  produce  documents  which  may  criminate  him,  111. 

nor  title  deeds  to  his  estate,  tb. 
attorney  not  to  produce  client's  title  deeds,  t^. 
witness  bound  in  other  cases  to  produce  writing,  112. 

duty  of,  to  be  prepared  with,  t&. 
obligation  to  produce,  is  matter  of  law,  ib, 
disobedience  of,  does  not  warrant  reception  of  secondary  evidence,  ib, 

except  in  cases  of  fraud,  1 13.     See  tit.  Witness, 

SUBSTANCE  AND  LEGAL  EFFECT, 

proof  according  to,  when  sufficient,  642. 

SUMMONS, 

essential  to  justify  conviction,  402. 

SUMS, 

variance  in,  effect  of,  630. 

SURETY, 

evidence  for,  in  action  against,  321,  n. 

endorsement  by  deceased  payee  of  promissory  note  of  payment  by  one  of  the 

makers,  admissible  against  surety,  476. 
entries  by  banker's  clerk  in  books  kept  by  him,  admissible  after  his  death 

against  his  surety,  481. 

SURGEON, 

not  allowed  to  withhold  confidential  communication  by  patient,  40. 

SUPERIOR  COURTS, 

seals  of,  noticed  judicially,  739. 

SURPLUSAGE, 

rule  as  to,  531,  626.    See  tit.  Evidenee, 

SURVEY  AND  MAPS, 
proof  by,  284  288. 
ancient,  taken  under  authority,  t^. 
Domesday  book,  284. 
of  the  ports,  285. 
vcdor  ben^eiorum,  ib, 
survey  stat.  21  Hen.  VIII.,  286. 
from  first  fruits'  office,  285,  286. 
by  order  of  House  of  Commons,  286. 
inquisitions  by,  as  to  fees,  287. 
under  public  commission,  ib, 
ancient  extents  of  crown  land,  ib. 
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SURVEYS  AND  U APS. —Continued. 
of  crown  and  church  land,  ib. 
private,  of  estates,  when  admissible,  472. 
of  manor,  473. 

TENANT, 

declaration  by,  admissibilitj  of,  65,  487-492. 

TERRIERS, 

admissibilitj  of,  to  prove  old  tenures,  and  boundaries,  289. 

proof  of,  ib, 

as  to  place  of  deposit,  291. 

ecclesiastical,  admissibilitj  of,  to  prove  possessions  of  the  church,  290,  283. 

e£fect  of,  in  evidence,  291. 

TESTATOR, 

intention  of,  parol  evidence  of,  not  admissible  to  varj  terms  of  will,  667. 

TESTIMONY, 

degrees  of,  21,  817. 

force  of,  832. 

positive  and  negative,  867. 

rejection  of,  873. 

bill  to  perpetuate,  427. 

character  of,  831. 

credibilitj  of,  838,  n.     See  tit.  Evidence. 

TESTS, 

of  the  admissibilitj  of  evidence,  18. 
excluding,  necessity  for,  ib. 

TIME, 

allegation  of,  eflfect  of  variance  from,  625,  630. 
presumption  from  lapse  of,  742,  760. 

TITHES, 

evidence  of  modus,  49. 

bj  terriers,  in  suits  for,  281,  293. 
decree  for,  proof  bj  copj,  272. 
entrj  bj  deceased  rector  of  receipt  of,  476. 

TITLE  DEEDS, 

admissibilitj  of,  in  evidence,  472. 
person  not  compelled  to  produce  his.  111. 
attornej  not  to  produce  title  deeds  of  client,  ib, 

TORT, 

right  to  begin  in  action  of,  598. 

TORTURE, 

not  resorted  to  bj  the  Anglo-Saxons,  13. 
allowed  bj  the  Roman  law,  41. 

TRADITIONARY  EVIDENCE, 
when  admissible,  49,  62,  190. 

must  be  derived  from  persons  likelj  to  know  the  facts,  62. 
must  be  free  from  suspicion,  ib. 
when  it  must  be  supported  bj  enjojment,  60,  63.    See  tit.  Heareay. 

TRIAL, 

mode  of,  4. 

postponement  of,  in  absence  of  material  witness,  109. 

in  order  that  the  child  maj  be  instructed,  117. 
order  of  proof  at,  595. 

TRIAL  BY  JURY, 
origin  of,  5,  8. 
advantages  of,  6-10. 
observations  on,  811.    See  tit.  Jury, 
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TRUTH, 

tests  of,' 13,  14. 

natural  and  artificial,  15. 
obligations  of  oath,  22. 
cross-examination,  34. 

UNBELIEF, 

of  witness,  how  far  ground  of  exclusion,  113. 

UNIVERSITY, 

public  books  of,  proof  by,  270. 

VALOR  BBNBFICIORUM, 

admissibility  of,  in  evidence,  285. 
eifect  of,  ib, 

VARIANCE, 

general  principles  respecting,  624. 

inferences  from  them,  631. 

surplusage,  626. 

cumulative  allegations,  ib. 

partial  proof,  626,  627. 
as  to  damage,  number,  magnitude,  extent,  &c.,  ib. 

redundant  evidence,  631. 

descriptive  allegations  not  divisible,  628,  630. 
when  descriptive,  t6. 

reconcilement  of  variances  bj  amendment,  632. 
statutes  relating  to  amendment  of,  633-637.    App. 
in  testimony,  effect  of,  830. 

VERDICT, 

what  is  essential  to,  10. 

not  conclusive  in  general  as  to  truth  of  facts,  98. 
in  civil  proceeding,  whether  evidence  in  criminal,  332. 
in  criminal  cases,  when  admissible,  361. 
between  private  parties,  333. 
in  personal  action,  when  a  bar,  ib, 
how  proved,  388. 

party  cannot  show  that  it  was  entered  by  mistake,  403. 
compounded  of  law  and  fact,  584. 

special,  must  find  facts,  not  evidence  merely,  765.    See  tit.  InttrumenU  of  Evi- 
dence— Judgnuntt, 

VISITOR, 

sentence  by,  proof  and  effect  of,  371. 

VOIRE  DIRE, 

examination  on,  of  witness,  157,  160.    See  tit.  Witnesa, 

WAR, 

evidence  of,  war,  what,  279,  n. 

WARRANT, 

admissibility  of,  in  evidence,  435. 
recital  of  authority  in,  effect  of,  583. 

WIFE, 

cannot  be  witness  for  or  against  her  husband,  39,  138,  494,  512,  n. 
unless  a  party  to  the  suit,  142,  App. 
except  in  the  County  Courts,  39,  139. 

cannot  be  a  witness  for  or  against  her  husband  in  criminal  case,  39,  141, 
App. 
how  far  admissible  for  a  person  indicted  with  her  husband,  139.     See  tit. 
Hutband  and  Wife — IrUereat, 

WITNESS, 

attendance  of,  how  enforced,  103. 

in  proceedings  before  justices,  107. 

at  sessions,  &. 

Stat.  11  i^  12  Vict.  c.  42,  i6. 

in  bankruptcy,  108. 
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insolvency,  108. 

County  Courts,  ib. 

courts  martial,  109. 

arbitration,  ib, 

inclosure,  &c.,  commissioners,  ib, 

by  subpoena,  103. 
expenses  of,  ib. 
liability  of,  for  neglecting  to  attend,  103. 

on  attachment,  104. 

on  action,  ib. 
process  when  in  custody,  ib. 

or  under  restraint,  ib. 
habeas  corpus  ad  testificandum^  104. 
in  criminal  cases,  105. 
binding  by  recognizance,  ib. 

Stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  ib. 

by  coroner,  ib. 
in  case  of  a  feme  cqvert,  ib. 

when  residing  in  different  part  of  the  kingdom,  ib, 
for  defendants  and  prisoners,  106. 
such  witnesses  to  be  sworn,  33. 

course  of  proceeding  where  attendance  of,  cannot  be  procured,  109, 
where  witness  resides,  or  is  going  abroad,  or  is  ill,  110. 
attesting^  when  he  must  be  called,  503. 

if  not  to  be  found,  512. 
tuhpcena  duces  tecumy  writ  of,  t^.     See  tit.  Subpcena  duces  tecum, 

effect  of,  110-112. 

disobedience  to,  does  not  warrant  reception  of  secondary  eridence,  112. 
obligation  of,  to  be  sworn,  113.  - 

to  answer  questions,  ib. 

protection  of,  to  what  cases  extended,  ib. 
objections  to  competency  of,  ib, 

when  to  be  taken,  ib. 
for  want  of  religious  belief,  116. 

in  the  case  of  children,  117. 

infamy  of  character,  ib. 

from  interest,  118.     See  tit.  Interest. 

Stat.  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  22,  122-124. 

Stat.  6  k1  Vict.  c.  85,  125-129,  App. 

sUt.  14  k  16  Vict.  c.  99,  140,  App. 

in  cases  of  adultery  and  breach  of  promise,  141. 

priyilege  of,  as  to  matters  of  professional  confidence,  40,  184. 

of  political  confidence,  41,  191. 
examination  of,  in  chief,  how  conducted,  166. 

may  be  examined  apart,  199. 

leading  questions,  rule  as  to,  166,  199. 

what  are  leading  questions,  and  when  allowed,  166-172. 
as  to  what  examinable,  172. 

knowledge,  belief,  judgment,  i^c,  96,  173. 

hearsay,  reputation,  &c.,  185-191. 
may  refresh  his  memory,  177-184.     See  tit.  Memory, 
cross-examination  of,  194. 

one  great  test  of  truth,  195. 

wHo  may  be  cross-examined,  196. 

practice  as  to,  196-198. 

as  to  collateral  facts,  200,  203. 

with  a  view  to  discredit,  207,  236. 
bound  to  answer  questions,  although  they  may  subject  him  to  civil  responsi- 
bility, 203. 

but  not  when  they  may  subject  him  to  penalties,  204. 

nor  to  criminate  himself,  4l,  140,  204. 
whether  bound  to  answer  questions  which  tend  to  his  disgrace,  206-213. 

where  he  refuses  to  answer,  240. 
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consequences  of  his  answering  such  questions,  214. 
as  to  contents  of  writing,  198,  216-220. 

whether  allowable  as  a  test  of  credit  of  witness,  220-228. 

time  for  reading  writing  for  that  purpose,  ib, 
as  to  depositions,  in  criminal  cases,  229. 
contradiction  of,  by  contrary  evidence,  213-215. 
re-examination  of,  230. 

as  to  conversation  with  a  party,  232. 

with  a  third  person,  ib. 
re-calling,  when  allowed,  236. 
credit  of,  how  to  be  impeached  by  other  witnesses,  236,  244-251. 

by  general  evidence  only,  237. 

proper  question  for  the  purpose,  ib. 

by  proof  of  what  he  has  said  or  done,  238. 

former  statement,  how  proved,  241. 

opportunity  for  explanation,  239. 
conviction  against  a  party,  no  evidence  of  testimony  set  forth,  243. 
offer  of  bribe  to,  admissibility  of  evidence  of,  ib. 
conspiracy  by,  to  deprive  party  of  means  of  defence,  proof  of,  244. 
a  party  cannot  discredit  his  own  witness,  244. 

exceptions  to  the  rule,  ib. 
credit  of  may  be  supported  and  testimony  of,  confirmed,  252,  253. 
examination  of,  on  interrogatories,  433. 
bill  to  perpetuate  testimony  of,  427. 
integrity  of,  820. 
manner  and  demeanor  of,  822. 
ability  of,  823. 
number  of,  827. 
consistency  of,  828. 
inconsistency  of,  829. 

increase  of  credibility  by  number  of,  828,  832. 
effect  of  conformity  of  testimony  of  witnesses,  with  experience,  832. 

with  collateral  circumstances,  838. 

WRIT, 

when  admissible  as  evidence,  435. 

effect  of,  ib. 
proof  of,  437. 

when  essential  to  prove  judgment,  436. 
proof  of,  when  returned,  437. 
proof  of,  when  not  returned,  438. 
endorsements  on,  effect  of,  437.    See  tit  InstrumenU  of  Evidence. 

WRIT  OP  EXECUTION, 

not  proof  of  judgment,  437. 

WRITINGS, 

cross-examination  of  witness  as  to,  198,  216-220.    See  tit.  Witneee, 

WRITTEN  INSTRUMENTS, 
different  kinds  of,  255.  - 

of  a  public,  private,  or  mixed  nature,  ib. 
judicial  or  not  judicial,  256. 
of  record  or  not  of  record,  ift. 

Public  Dooumints. 

how  procured  and  proved,  256,  315. 
records,  proof  of,  of  the  same  court  is  by  production,  ib. 

of  another  court,  by  certiorari  and  mittimua,  257. 

of  inferior  court,  by  certiorari,  ib. 

in  criminal  cases,  ih. 

may  be  proved  by  exemplifications,  257-259. 

authorized  copies,  260. 

sworn  copies,  261,  271. 
copy  never  admissible  when  the  original  is  produced,  271. 
lost  record,  how  proved,  ib. 
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not  judicial,  grounds  of  admissibility,  272,  273. 
Acts  of  Parliament,  ib, 

public,  require  no  proof,  274. 

private  proved  bj  copy  purporting  to  be  printed  bj  the  Queen's  printers,  277. 
where  printed  copy  of  act  incorrect,  court  will  be  guided  by  the  parliament  roll,  ti. 
recital  in  Acts  of  Parliament  of  facts,  when  evidence  of  such  facts,  278. 
acts  of  state  approved  by  the  Gazette,  279.     See  tit.  Gazette. 
foreign  acts  of  state,  proof  of,  281. 

public  documents,  printed  by  the  Queen's  printers,  when  evidence,  281. 
journals  of  Houses  of  Parliaments,  how  far  evidence,  ib. 

copies  of,  by  the  Queen's  printers,  282. 
writ  of  summons  to  a  peer,  proof  of,  by  enrolment,  ib. 

public  acts  of  the  Crown,  affecting  its  revenues  or  possessions,  evidence  of,  283. 
ancient  surveys  under  authority,  284.     See  tit.  Surveys. 
inquisitions,  288. 
terriers,  Ac,  289. 
public  licenses  and  grants,  293. 
certificates  by  persons  in  authority,  294. 
public  registers,  296. 
parish  books,  303. 

boolss  and  documents  of  public  officers,  305. 
court  rolls,  308. 
poll  books,  ib. 
prison  books,'  ib. 
bank  of  England  books,  309. 
books  in  Master's  office,  ib. 
bishop's  register,  ib. 
corporation  books,  ib. 
Chancellor's  book,  310. 
books  of  clerk  of  the  peace,  ib. 
ship's  register,  ib. 

stage  and  hackney  coach  entries,  311. 
books  in  Herald's  office,  ib. 
armorial  bearings,  312. 
duchy  book,  ib. 
commissioners'  books,  313. 
land  tax  books,  ib. 
public  histories  and  chronicles,  314. 

Judicial  Dooumbnts.    See  tit.  Judgmentt. 

judgments,  decrees,  and  verdicts,  316-404. 
inquisitions,  depositions,  and  examinations,  404-435. 
writs,  warrants,  pleadings,  &c.,  435-451. 

MiXBD  DOCUMBNTS. 

books  of  public  companies,  452,  456. 

Court  rolls,  t6. 

corporation  books,  452,  456. 

PbIVATB  DoOt7MBNT8. 

admissibility  of,  458. 

when  offered  against  person  who  was  party  or  privy  to  them,  ib. 

operate  as  admissions,  459. 
effect  of  seal,  ib. 
operation  of,  as  estoppel,  ib. 
deed  poll  does  not  estop  lessee  or  grantee,  461. 
privies  are  bound  by  estoppel,  462. 
title  deeds,  412. 
entries  by  third  persons,  463. 

when  admissible,  464. 

accompanying  acts,  466. 

against  ihterest  of  party,  474. 

by  stewards,  receivers,  &c.,  479. 

by  deceased  tenants,  487. 
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by  persons  in  the  coarse  of  bnsiness,  492. 

by  attorneys,  495. 
proof  of  private  docaments,  498. 

prodaction,  499. 

erasure,  500. 

stamp,  enrolment,  ftc,  503. 

legal  requisites,  ib. 

by  attesting  witness,  504. 

of  sealing  of  deed,  508. 

of  delivery,  509. 
on  denial  by  attesting  witness,  510. 
absence  of  attesting  witness,  512. 

secondary  proof  of,  in  absence  of  attesting  witnesses,  519. 
proof  of,  when  thirty  years  old,  521. 

custody  of  ancient  documents,  524. 
where  no  attesting  witnesses,  529. 

where  instrument  is  lost,  530. 

evidence  of  search,  532. 

by  secondary  evidedce,  542. 

by  counterpart,  543. 

by  copy,  544. 
proof  of,  when  in  possession  of  the  adversary  or  privy,  550,  553. 

proof  of  possession  of  by  him,  ib. 

presumptive  evidence  of  such  possession  of,  551. 

question  of  such  possession,  solely  for  the  judge,  554. 
notice  to  produce,  proof  of,  ib. 

on  whom,  and  when  to  be  served,  555. 

if  both  written  and  oral,  have  been  given,  proof  of  either  sufficient,  557. 

what  sufiBcient,  559. 

when  unnecessary,  561. 
proof  of,  coming  from  adversary's  possession,  565. 
proof  of,  when  adversary  does  not  produce  it,  568. 
admission  of,  under  judge's  order,  571. 
notices  to  admit,  when  to  be  given,  App. 
consequences  of  refusing  to  admit,  ib. 
proof  of,  by  enrolment,  573. 

by  recital  in  deed,  577. 
intrinsic  objection  to,  not  available,  578. 
the  whole  of,  when  to  be  read,  597. 

and  of  document  referred  to  in  it,  580. 

if  necessary  to  show  its  true  nature,  582. 
credit  due  to  whole  or  part  of,  to  be  judged  of  by  jury,  583. 
sense  of,  not  to  be  varied  by  parol  evidence,  463,  648. 
when  conclusive  evidence,  717. 

when  not  conclusive,  772. 
effect  of,  as  to  strangers,  725-728. 
construction  of,  matter  of  law,  786. 
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